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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this investigation was to develop a testable integrative social 
cognitive model of critical consciousness (Freire, 1973) that explains the relationship 
between critical consciousness and intent to persist in college among underserved 
students, such as undocumented immigrants known as DREAMers.  Three constructs 
based on theory (i.e., critical reflection, critical action, and political efficacy) as well as a 
new one (i.e., political outcome expectations) were conceptualized and tested through a 
framework inspired by Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 
1994; Lent & Brown, 2013). A total of 638 college students participated in this study and 
reflected a spectrum of disadvantage and educational attainment, which included 120 
DREAMers, 124 Latina/o students, 117 non-Latina/o minorities, and 277 non-Latina/o 
Whites.  Goodness of fit tests showed support for the adequacy of using the new model 
with this diverse sample of students.  Tests of structural invariance indicated that 10 
relational paths in the model were invariant across student cultural groups, while 7 paths 
were differentiated.  Most of the differences involved DREAMers and non-Latina/o 
White students.  For DREAMers, critical action was positively related to intent to persist, 
while that relationship was negative for non-Latina/o Whites with legal status. Findings 
provide support to the structure of critical consciousness across cultural groups, highlight 
the key role that students’ supporters (i.e., important people in their life) play in their 
sociopolitical engagement and intent to persist, and suggest that political outcome 
expectations are related to higher persistence intention across all students.  
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
Latinos are the fastest growing cultural minority group in the U.S., nationally as 
well as locally in the state of Arizona (Hart & Eisenbarth Hager, 2012), based on Census 
data (Ennis, Rios-Vargas, & Albert, 2011). There were about 53 million Latinos in the 
U.S. in 2012 (Passel, Cohn, & Gonzalez-Barrera, 2013), and more than 52% of all 11 
million undocumented immigrants in 2011 were of Latino heritage. While the numbers of 
U.S. born and immigrant Latinos has increased over the last couple of decades, their rate 
of educational attainment has not, thus creating what is known as the educational 
attainment gap. In Arizona, only about half of Latinos who started a college education 
received a bachelor’s degree in 2009, compared to about two thirds of Whites (Ross, 
Kena, Rathbun, KewalRamani, Kristapovich, & Manning, 2012).  
Nationwide, Latinos’ graduation rates from 4-year institutions of higher learning 
were significantly below those of Whites, Asians, and mixed-race students, and were 
similarly as low as those of Black and Native American students. These disparities also 
exist within Latino groups based on immigration status (Ross et al., 2012). Enrollment 
and graduation rates are much lower for immigrant (i.e., foreign born) Latinos than for 
U.S. born ones, and those differences translate to lower overall incomes and economic 
power (Brown & Patten, 2014). This is why the attainment gap is one of the most urgent 
challenges in the educational system. The implications for the largest minority group also 
being one of the least educated and most impoverished ones can be detrimental for the 
future of the United States.  
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The attainment gap between Latinos and other cultural groups in the U.S., as well 
as between U.S. born and immigrant Latinos, may be partly understood in the context of 
systemic or sociopolitical oppression. Watts, Griffith, and Abdul-Adil (1999) defined 
oppression as an outcome or state that results from the process of consistent resource 
asymmetry and unjust exercise of power. To this point, research indicates that Latinos are 
aware of systemic oppression. The Pew Hispanic Center indicates that nearly 61% of 
Latino Americans view discrimination toward them as a major problem in the U.S., and 
36% consider immigration status to be the main factor for this discrimination (Lopez, 
Morin, & Taylor, 2010). In addition, research points to discrimination as being linked to 
higher stress, anxiety and depression (Ayón, Marsiglia, & Bermudez‐Parsai, 2010; 
Todorova, Falcón, Lincoln, & Price, 2010). Research also highlights that discrimination 
based on immigration status in states where anti-immigrant legislation is adopted is a 
source of increased anxiety and lower quality of life (Becerra, Androff, Cimino, 
Wagaman, & Blachard, 2013; Salas, Ayon, & Gurrola, 2013). 
There is a theory of education that takes into consideration sociopolitical 
oppression, such as discrimination, and students’ role in it. Critical consciousness (Freire, 
1973) refers to individuals’ ability to understand sociopolitical barriers that impact their 
educational, social, and overall success as well as the actions needed to be taken in order 
to overcome such barriers. Empirical research to test notions presented in critical 
consciousness theory has advanced rapidly over the past few years (Watts, Diemer, & 
Voight, 2011). Of particular interest is the hypothesis derived from theory and research 
that critical consciousness may lead to enhanced educational outcomes (i.e., academic 
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persistence) for youths such as Latino immigrants who experience sociopolitical 
oppression (i.e., discrimination).  
Thus, it is possible that Latinos who display higher critical consciousness also 
attain more highly in higher education. An intention with this proposed study is to build 
on theoretical advances that have unpacked critical consciousness theory (Freire, 1973) in 
order to devise a testable conceptual framework to explore the relation between critical 
consciousness constructs and educational outcomes. By designing a testable framework 
that links critical consciousness to educational attainment, we can then examine its use in 
advancing understanding of the attainment gap in socio-politically oppressed groups such 
as Latinos.  The early state of empirical research in this area presents an opportunity to 
provide conceptual contributions to further develop Critical Consciousness Theory so that 
it can inform practices to solve serious educational problems such as the attainment gap.  
My intent is to conceptualize these theoretical and educational problems using the 
lens of career psychology. I propose two models that expand Critical Consciousness 
Theory (Freire, 1973) by combining it with key facets of Social Cognitive Career Theory 
(Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). The new models attempt to explain the development of 
critical consciousness and its relation to intent to persist in college. This model-testing 
component aims to further the understanding of the achievement gap between foreign-
born Latinas/os and other cultural groups, especially in the context of sociopolitical 
oppression.  
In Chapter 2 of this dissertation I review the most relevant literature related to the 
educational attainment of oppressed students via social cognitive and sociopolitical 
lenses. The chapter begins with an overview of the population of interest, undocumented 
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immigrant students known as DREAMers, and a description of how this population is 
socio-politically oppressed as it relates to their educational attainment and the societal 
disadvantages connected to the inequities they experience. To contrast the disadvantages 
experienced by DREAMers, I also present the educational attainment context for three 
other populations of interest in the study, each of which has the advantage of having 
“legal status” in terms of immigration policy but their experienced oppression may vary 
based on other aspects of their cultural identity, such as race.  These three student 
populations of interest are Latinas/os, Non-Latina/o cultural minorities (i.e., Blacks or 
African Americans, Asians or Asian Americans, and Native Americans), and Non-
Latina/o Whites. That chapter then explores the theoretical and empirical evolution of 
Critical Consciousness Theory (Freire, 1973), with special emphasis on the state of the 
art in terms of empirical research.  Then, I explore the basic tenets of Social Cognitive 
Career Theory (Lent et al., 1994) with keen attention to meta-analytic evidence for its 
predictive power in studying educational outcomes such as persistence.  A review of 
persistence theory is also presented, highlighting dominant frameworks and their gaps in 
the inclusion of student agency and social justice in their conceptualization.  Immediately 
after, I present the two new integrative conceptual models that attempt to combine social 
cognitive and critical consciousness frameworks. Model 1 builds on theory and explores 
additional relational paths, while Model 2 is more constrained and adheres to theory more 
strictly.  That chapter ends with an introduction to the research questions and hypotheses.  
In Chapter 3, I provide a detailed description of the methodology I used to 
conduct this dissertation study. The two proposed models of critical consciousness (i.e., 
Models 1 and 2) were tested across four comparative groups of college students (i.e., 
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undocumented immigrants, Latina/o with legal status, Non-Latina/o minority with legal 
status, and Non-Latina/o White with legal status) who vary in their degree of experienced 
social oppression. I describe design and recruitment procedures, and then provide 
detailed descriptions and background on each of the measures that were used for each 
variable of interest in the conceptual models. I end that chapter by explaining the analytic 
procedure for the study. Visual depictions of the two integrative conceptual and testable 
models for analysis are presented in this chapter in Figure 2.  
Results from statistical analyses to test the two integrative social cognitive models 
of critical consciousness are presented in Chapter 4, which include tests of global fit, 
Satorra-Bentler Scaled chi-squared difference tests, and goodness of fit test on an iterated 
model based on modification indices and relational path results.  Here, I also describe the 
test of structural invariance conducted on the improved model which involved 
constraining the model to equality across student groups and comparing to the base 
model with free parameters, conducting individual difference tests by constraining one 
path to equality across groups at a time, identifying paths to constrain and free and testing 
a final model based on that information, and finally comparing that model to the base 
model with free parameters to evaluate whether good fit was maintained in the partially 
constrained model.  That chapter also presents results from path analysis that evaluates 
the specified relational paths among variables in the model.  
Finally, I present a discussion of findings from this study and connect them to the 
extant literature on critical consciousness and career development in Chapter 5.  That 
chapter contains a discussion of the findings about the new integrative social cognitive 
model of critical consciousness and what its’ support means for this area of inquiry. Then 
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a discussion about findings about critical consciousness across the four student groups 
ensues, followed by discourse about the connection between critical consciousness and 
academic intent to persist, with a subsection on the role that supports and barriers play in 
this relationship.  Lastly, I present discussion of research and practice implications, with 
concrete actionable steps for both, as well as limitations and conclusions of this 
dissertation study.  
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Chapter 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Immigrant Latinos: An Oppressed Population  
It has been argued that the clear gap in educational attainment and economic 
stability by Latinos in the U.S., particularly foreign born Latinos, is an outcome of 
oppression or resource asymmetry specifically in terms of access to quality education 
(Hart & Eisenbarth Hager, 2012). When it comes to experiencing heightened 
sociopolitical disadvantages, a group of foreign-born Latinos known as DREAMers 
experience difficulties related to their immigration status over and above the difficulties 
that other students would experience on average. These difficulties may interfere with 
their educational and vocational progress and development. Given that critical 
consciousness has been believed to be an antidote for oppression (Watts et al., 1999), 
testing its development and effectiveness in addressing and overcoming oppression that is 
proximal to their educational outcomes (i.e., barriers to persist) with this group of 
students lends itself well to the goals of this research.  
Undocumented immigrants’ academic achievement.  Based on estimates by the 
Pew Research Center (Brown & Patten, 2014), a total of 22.6% (370,264) 18-24 year old 
foreign-born Latinos were enrolled in college in 2012, compared to 38.8% (1,871,850) 
native born Latinos. Only 5% of foreign-born Latinos and 7% of native-born Latinos over 
the age of 25 were enrolled in college. This national educational attainment problem 
translates into an economic problem. The median earning of foreign-born Latinos in the 
U.S. is $20,000 vs. $22,700 in native-born Latinos. It is clear from these figures that the 
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educational and economic gaps are wider between Latinos and almost all other cultural 
groups, and even wider and more unpleasantly felt by foreign-born Latinos.  
The number of Latinos in the US was estimated to be 52,932,483 in 2012. There 
were 11.7 million undocumented immigrants in the United States according to Pew 
Research Center (Passel, Cohn, and Gonzalez-Barrera, 2012), though not all of them are 
of Latino background. Mexicans make up 52% of the total number of undocumented 
immigrants based on these estimates. Of the undocumented immigrants in the 18-24-age 
category in 2009, 26% had some college degree, 28% had a high school education but no 
college, and 6% were in high school. President Barack Obama enacted an executive order 
titled Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) (U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services, 2013). This program allows young adult immigrants under the age 
of 30 to legally work in the United States if they meet a number of strict requirements to 
qualify. The Pew Research Center reports that 86% (643,000) of DACA applicants had 
been approved by March 31, 2014; and that 77% of those who received DACA are of 
Latino descent (Hugo Lopez & Krogstad, 2014). The young immigrants who qualify for 
the DACA program are known as DREAMers, a term coined by the DREAM Act and 
immigrant rights movement as these students could qualify for immigration relief under 
the Development Relief and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act (Galassi, 2003) 
if Congress approved it into law.  
DREAMers face systemic barriers in their educational journey that are well 
documented in the literature (Abrego, 2006; Abrego, 2008; Chavez et al., 2007, 
Gonzalez, 2008, Perez, 2010a, Perez et al., 2010c, Perez et al., 2010d). Though 
DREAMers wish to pursue the American dream of a better life, there are federal 
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legislations such as the Higher Education Act of 1965 (PRWORA), and the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) that prevent 
undocumented students from obtaining federal financial aid (Drachman, 2006).  Due to 
several unique barriers connected to their immigration status, undocumented students 
may not be academically performing as their international peers who have legal status in 
the form of student visas (Bygrave-Dozier, 2001) and the study of their persistence 
patterns is rare (Flores & Horn, 2009).  Despite barriers, DREAMers envision futures in 
the US, tend to speak English, internalize U.S. values, and are socially full-fledged 
members of US society (Abrego, 2006). They also tend to believe in objective 
meritocracy and justice, and venerate education as a result of their legal values being 
informed by U.S. social values (Abrego, 2008). Research also established that the 
academic success and high performance of these students despite systemic barriers and 
risk factors (e.g., feelings of societal rejection, low parental education, high hours of 
employment while in school) is due to resilience influenced by personal and 
environmental factors such as supportive parents, friends, and engagement in school 
activities (Perez, Espinoza, Coronado, & Cortes, 2009).  
Perhaps a consequence of the difficulties they shoulder (Perez-Huber & Malagon, 
2006; Perry, 2006), these students tend to have negative psychological experiences (i.e. 
fear, shame, anxiety), and they cope with them using civic engagement (Perez, Cortes, 
Ramos, Coronado, & Coronado, 2010). These students tend to display high academic 
achievement, leadership, and civic participation (Perez, 2010), and they have been 
forming their own student organizations and social action oriented networks to advocate 
to access rights and resources (Chavez, Soriano, & Oliver, 2007), and to participate in the 
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political process (Gonzales, 2008). These patterns seem to signal that DREAMers 
develop a high sense of civic engagement that may serve as a catalyst for their high 
educational achievement. One may hypothesize that as they are faced with barriers to 
access higher education, DREAMers may critically reflect on the root of these inequities, 
engage in social actions to overcome these barriers (i.e., civic demonstrations, sharing 
their stories with masses), and gain a sense of political efficacy when their actions 
succeed.  
Legal status cultural minority groups’ academic achievement.  To a lesser but 
still disquieting degree by comparison, cultural minority groups more broadly experience 
similar educational attainment gaps as do undocumented immigrant students, also known 
as DREAMers.  Even when cultural minority groups such as Latina/o, Black or African 
American, and Native American students have the advantage of having legal immigration 
status in the United States (i.e., U.S. citizenship or permanent legal residency), these 
students continue to face systemic difficulties that prevent them from achieving as highly 
as their White peers.  These difficulties pertain to systemic discrimination and resource 
asymmetry, which may be exacerbated by the students’ race, ethnicity, place of birth, 
language spoken at home, and other aspects of their cultural identity (Cabrera et al., 
1999; Nora & Cabrera, 1996), which are known to play an important role in these 
students’ educational and career outcomes (Gushue, 2006; Gushue et al., 2006; Gushue & 
Whitson, 2006).  According to the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics (2015), despite significant gains in higher education degree 
attainment at the bachelor’s degree level made by all cultural minority groups between 
1990 and 2014, the gap between Whites and Blacks in higher education degree 
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attainment widened 13 to 18%, and the gap between White and Latina/o students 
widened from 18% to 26%.  
According to a report by Morrison Institute for Public Policy (Hart & Eisenbarth 
Hager, 2012), Latinos in Arizona are the fastest growing population group, based on data 
from the US Census 2010. Latinos currently make up about 30% of the state’s 
population, and there are more Latinos than Whites under the age of 18 living in the state. 
Yet, this group continues to face barriers that keep them lagging behind other groups in 
educational attainment. Based on data from the U.S. Department of Commerce, that 
report acknowledges academic research that highlights Latinos’ difficulty to stay in, do 
well, and achieve postsecondary degrees and certifications. The gap is wide in 
community colleges and universities in Arizona. In 2009, roughly 20% of those enrolled 
in community college identified as Latino. This is only a fraction of the enrollment rate 
by White students, which was at 59% in 2009. Only one in every two Latinos, compared 
to two thirds of White students, finished with a university degree in 2009. In 2010, 
Latinos attained a dismal 13% of all bachelors, masters, and doctorates awarded at the 
three state universities in Arizona. These trends are alarming noting that, according to 
Hart and Eisenbarth Hager (2012), this deficit in Latinos’ educational attainment may 
lead to lower incomes, unemployment, lower purchasing power, more poverty, lower per-
capita tax revenue, fewer less health insurance coverage, and an overall negative impact 
on the economy. 
The aforementioned educational attainment and economic gaps are also a problem 
of national scope. The U.S. Department of Education, the National Center for Education 
Statistics, and the American Institutes for Research conducted a study to examine gaps in 
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educational participation and attainment between ethnic/cultural groups and across 
gender (Ross, Kena, Rathbun, KewalRamani, Kristapovich, & Manning, 2012). The 
study highlighted that in the 18-24 age range only 26% of Latino males and 36% of 
Latina females were enrolled in college, compared to 43% White males and 51% White 
females, 31% Black males and 43% Black females, and 24% American Indian males and 
33% American Indian females. Enrollment rates are similarly low between Latinos and 
cultural groups that have faced oppression historically, such as American Indians. That 
study also found that the percentage of Latino and Black full time students who attained 
bachelor’s degrees at four-year institutions (52% and 51% respectively) was lower than 
White (73%), Asian (76%), and multiple race (66%) students who attained a bachelor’s 
degree. Additionally, Latino males were less socially integrated, less participative in 
social activities such as student organizations, than males and females in other ethnic 
groups.  In 2010, the percentage of young Latino males and females with a bachelor’s 
degree was lower (11% and 16%) than Whites (33% and 42%), Blacks (15% and 23%), 
and multiple race individuals (30% and 35%).  Combined, these educational attainment 
patterns draw a taxonomic map of educational achievement by student group relative to 
the many systemic barriers that they face as the journey through higher education. Such 
breakdown, from higher systemic barriers to lowest, appears to be: a) undocumented 
immigrants students, b) Latina/o students with legal status, c) Non-Latina/o minority 
students with legal status (e.g. Black or African American, Native American), and d) 
Non-Latina/o White students with legal status.  
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Critical Consciousness Theory 
Critical Consciousness (CC) is an education concept that was popularized by 
Freire (1973) in his seminal work Pedagogy of the Oppressed. He described CC as the 
way in which oppressed and marginalized people learn to critically analyze their social 
conditions and act to change them. His application of this pedagogical concept was 
illustrated over several books (Freire, 1970, 1973, 1985, 1998, 2000, 2004, 2008) that 
described his work in educating the poor in Brazil. Diemer and Blustein (2006) defined 
critical consciousness as “the capacity to recognize and overcome sociopolitical barriers.” 
Both the original and more contemporary definitions of critical consciousness convey the 
same meaning; CC is about understanding what needs to be changed and how to change 
it in order to improve one’s conditions, which may be one’s academic achievement.  
More recently, it was posited by synthesizing theory and research expansions that 
critical consciousness might possess three components (Watts, Diemer, & Voight, 2011). 
The first component is critical reflection and it results from the analysis of the systemic 
and structural causes of disparities and inequities. It frames social inequities in an 
historical context. This concept is the more neglected of the three in the literature as it has 
received minimal scientific inquiry. One may understand this concept as critical thinking 
or in depth analysis that is applied specifically toward the causes of social oppression. In 
essence, critical reflection is about understanding what makes political and social systems 
unjust; what sustains systemic barriers and socioeconomic inequities. Political efficacy is 
the second component, and it refers to peoples’ beliefs about their capacities to be 
effective political actors and their beliefs that government structures are responsive to 
one’s interests. This concept may be conceptualized as a sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 
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1977, 1997) in specific domains dealing with political or social change. Bandura defined 
self-efficacy as individuals’ appraisals of their abilities in specific tasks and the 
confidence experienced as a result. The third and final component of critical 
consciousness is critical action, and it refers to individual or collective action taken to 
change aspects of society, such as policies and practices, which are perceived as unjust. 
One may think of this last component as activism, advocacy, or political action that uses 
a number of skills in order to influence change in unjust systems. Though there has been 
qualitative research conducted in the pursuit of discovering themes related to the 
development of each of the three components of critical consciousness, there is no 
quantitative research that examines how these three components are related to one 
another and how they develop.   
Critical consciousness is theorized to be experienced as a result of a process of 
sociopolitical development. In Watts, Griffith, and Abdul-Adil’s (1999) 5-stage model of 
sociopolitical development, critical consciousness is depicted as experienced during the 
final stages and it is thought of as the outcome of sociopolitical development. Watts and 
colleagues (1999) state that “critical consciousness is the cognitive cornerstone of 
sociopolitical development” since it “allows people to define themselves in an affirmative 
way” regardless of asymmetry of resources and oppression. They define oppression as “a 
state and a process of inequality caused by asymmetric distribution of resources and 
unjust exercise of power, and sustained when the disenfranchised internalize and support 
their oppression.” They postulate that minority youths journey through five stages, 
beginning at an “Acritical” stage where they are oblivious to asymmetry and oppression, 
advancing to an “Adaptive” stage where asymmetry is acknowledged but they remain 
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reluctant to engage in action, a “Precritical” stage where they become aware of inequality 
and begin to question it, a “Critical” stage where they analyze and learn more about the 
roots of asymmetry, and finally arriving at a “Liberation” stage where they take critical 
action to change systems. It is in this final Liberation stage that all three components of 
critical consciousness (i.e., critical reflection, political efficacy, and critical action) are 
simultaneously present and persistent after having been gained through this process of 
sociopolitical development.  
Critical consciousness is an arguably popular and influential concept in education 
and other academic fields. It preceded the widespread Critical Race Theory (Ladson-
Billings & Tate IV, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1998; Delgado & Stefancic, 2012), which 
focuses on the intersection of face, law, and power, and Pedagogy and the Politics of 
Hope: Theory, Culture, and Schooling, A Critical Reader by Giroux (1997).  CC has 
been applied to pre-service teacher education (Gay & Kirkland, 2003), to the 
interpretation of community cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), it has many applications in 
social work practice (Sakamoto & Pitner, 2005), and it has even applications in the health 
care system (Minkler & Cox, 1980), specifically toward preventive education efforts such 
as toward participatory HIV prevention in South African youth (Campbell & Macphail, 
2002) and to increase marginalized communities’ participation in research (Carlson, 
Engebretson, & Chamberlain, 2006).  However, the scientific study of this phenomenon 
is in its infancy as most of the research in this area has been qualitative in nature 
(Kinchelone & McLaren, 2002).  
The early and ongoing qualitative research as well as practical applications of the 
CCT have paved the way for further theoretical expansion and empirical testing that has 
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occurred in the past 15 years (Diemer & Hsieh, 2008; Diemer, Hsieh, & Pan, 2009; 
Diemer & Blustein, 2006, Diemer et al., 2006; Watts et al., 1999; Watts & Flanagan, 
2007; Watts, Diemer, & Voight, 2011). Critical consciousness is included as a central 
component and goal to strive toward in Theory of Sociopolitical Development (Watts et 
al., 1999, Watts et al., 2003). Additionally, advances in Critical Consciousness Theory 
and the grounding for its three components are discussed in Watts, Diemer, and Voight 
(2011). Their review highlights the overlap and links between Critical Consciousness and 
Empowerment Theory, concluding that both theories are similar but emphasize their 
components differently. Watts and Flanagan (2007) proposed a framework to understand 
the relationship between worldview and analysis, in which critical consciousness is a core 
component, to societal involvement behavior. In their framework, political agency and 
opportunity structure (i.e., resources available for action) are depicted as mediators in that 
relationship. These conceptual advances provide a sound foundation for understanding 
the nuances within seemingly distinct components of critical consciousness.  
Few studies have explored the connection between critical consciousness and 
educational/vocational outcomes. However, early findings in this growing body of 
research appear to be promising. Recently, a mixed-methods approach was used to 
develop the Sociopolitical Consciousness Scale (Baker & Brookins, 2014) that included 
seven dimensions: sociopolitical awareness, global belief in a just world, equality and 
rights, collective responsibility, belief in collective action, localized community efficacy, 
and problem solving self-efficacy. Two of these factors focused on individuals’ 
perceptions of ability (sociopolitical awareness and problem solving efficacy), which can 
be considered dimensions of critical consciousness. Additionally, a brief 9-item scale 
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named the Critical Consciousness Inventory (CCI) was recently developed (Thomas et 
al., 2014). Their measure of critical consciousness was shown to assess three categories 
of critical consciousness development (i.e., precritical, beginning critical, and 
postcritical). Their scale was also related to social dominance orientation and stigma 
consciousness. Progress in the assessment of critical consciousness serves to facilitate the 
understanding and empirical study of its development as a construct.  
Of particular interest is the quantitative finding that critical consciousness is 
related to the career development of urban youth of lower socioeconomic status, 
specifically vocational clarity, career commitment, and work salience (Diemer & 
Blustein, 2006). Their study is one of the few and first to provide evidence to support the 
linkage between critical consciousness and educational, career, and vocational 
development.  In another study, Diemer and Blustein (2007) found that vocational hope 
was an important variable to consider in urban adolescent’s career development, 
particularly in the face of barriers. This is an important finding given the assumption that 
critical consciousness offers the oppressed the ability to define themselves positively 
despite barriers. Diemer and Hsieh (2008) found that sociopolitical development was 
related to higher vocational expectations, and has potential to eradicate the aspiration-
expectation gap.  Importantly, they operationalized a measurement of four components of 
sociopolitical development (i.e., consciousness of and motivation to reduce inequalities, 
discussion of social and political issues, motivation to help others, and participation in 
social action groups) for quantitative analysis. Lastly, a study conducted by Diemer 
(2009) longitudinally explored the impact of sociopolitical development on occupational 
attainment. Their findings show that sociopolitical development, the process toward 
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critical consciousness, directly influences educational expectations in youth and has a 
long-term impact on occupational attainment lasting well into adulthood. These early 
findings signal the key role that critical consciousness may play in the career 
development of the disenfranchised.  
While this area of study has grown significantly in recent years, a gap in theory 
and research still exists (Diemer, McWhirter, Ozer, & Rapa, 2015).  More theoretical 
work and empirical research is needed to shed light on the relationship that may exist 
between critical consciousness and educational outcomes as proposed by Freire (1973). If 
the linkage between critical consciousness and educational outcomes such as intent to 
persist does indeed exist, the implications for curriculum design, policymaking, and 
psychological interventions to attempt to retain and graduate more disenfranchised 
college are considerable.  Building on these potential implications, understanding the 
structural nature of the development of critical consciousness may aid educators, 
policymakers, administrators, student service staff, and mental health professionals to 
design interventions aimed at the various components of critical consciousness in order to 
enhance it and boost its benefits for college students.   
Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) 
Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994) has very 
quickly assumed a spot among the most empirically tested and prevalent theories of 
career psychology (See Figure 1). SCCT was developed in an attempt to bring together 
common aspects of seemingly distinct theories of career psychology that were prominent 
and had accumulated significant research support by the 1980s and 1990s (Lent, Brown, 
& Hackett, 2002). The reviews by Hackett and Lent (1992) and Hackett et al. (1991) 
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illustrate the state of career psychology theories around the time that SCCT came into 
existence in the mid 1990s. They articulated the need for a unifying theory to a) combine 
related constructs, b) explain common outcomes, and c) explain relationships among 
diverse constructs. SCCT responded to that need, and it can be considered one of the 
most comprehensive, and successful if judged by the theory’s reception, at integrating 
common as well as seemingly distinct components of the major career psychology 
theories (i.e., self-efficacy, outcome expectations, goals, interests, choice, performance, 
personality, and contextual factors).  
Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) attempts to predict a series of content 
specific career outcomes via a number of models that can be applied and studied 
individually as well as in interlocking fashion (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). These 
outcome variables are namely interests, goals, choice actions, and performance; all of 
which are intended to be domain specific (e.g., technology goals, technology 
performance) for the study of their development and predictability by other variables 
included in the model. A number of mediation and moderation paths involving contextual 
variables are also accounted for in the model. While these mediation and moderation 
paths are depicted specifically in the general SCCT model, their positioning may change 
depending on the domain or criterion being studied (Nauta et al., 2002; Tracey, 2002). In 
essence, SCCT provides a parsimonious and specific theoretical framework that allows 
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Figure 1. Lent and Brown (2013) Social Cognitive Model of Career Self-Management. 
Adapted from Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994).  
 
 
The entire SCCT model is built around Self-Efficacy Theory (Bandura, 1977), 
which outlines the triadic influences and ongoing reciprocal determinism (cognitive, 
affective, biological) that impacts and predicts a number of behavioral and psychological 
outcomes. Self-efficacy is defined as “a person’s belief in his/her ability to perform a 
specific task or behavior” (Bandura, 1977, 1999a, 1999b), and this variable has been 
found to be a very strong predictor of future behavior (Bandura, 1986; Willimas & 
Subich, 2006) and has been studied with diverse populations (Lindley, 2006; Pajares, 
1996; Solberg et al., 1993). Of central importance to the increase and decrease of self-
efficacy beliefs are four sources of efficacy, also known as learning experiences, which 
were outlined by Bandura (1977, 1986). These four sources are: performance 
accomplishments, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and emotional/physiological 
states. Together, and in some cases separately, these sources of efficacy have the power 
of informing self-efficacy beliefs.  
Another variable that is positioned at the heart of SCCT, theorized to be highly 
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related to and predicted by self-efficacy, is outcome expectations. These can be thought 
of as people’s expectations of the perceived benefits they will obtain by engaging in 
specific tasks. The contributions made by outcome expectations individually, and in 
combination with self-efficacy, to outcomes such as interests and choice goals have been 
supported empirically (Sheu, Lent, Brown, Miller, Hennessy, & Duffy, 2010). The 
theory’s cognitive core is responsive to contextual factors (i.e., learning 
experiences/sources of efficacy), and as the models evolve from the center it integrates 
key variables (i.e., personality, contextual barriers and support, ethnicity, gender, age) 
that have been found by research to play important roles in predicting outcomes such as 
interests, choices, actions (i.e., intent to persist), and performance.  
SCCT has been applied to study the academic achievement of underrepresented 
youths (Byars et al., 2010; Flores & O’Brien, 2002; Flores et al., 2010; Hackett & Betz, 
1981, Navarro et al., 2007).  In a recent study that combined meta-analysis and structural 
equation modeling methodology (Brown, Tramayne, Hoxha, Telander, Fran, & Lent, 
2008) to test social cognitive models of academic performance and persistence, the 
authors concluded that academic self-efficacy is highly related to persistence, both 
directly and via academic goals. Meta-analyses conducted for a comprehensive working 
model of performance and persistence attainment (Burrus, Elliott, Brenneman, Markle, 
Carney, Moore, Betancourt, Jackson, Robbins, Kyllonen, & Roberts, 2013) showed that 
the true correlation between academic self-efficacy, though not other kinds of self-
efficacy, and persistence is a strong .27 while academic goals and academic-related skills 
predicted persistence by .34 and .37. Empirical evidence from the analysis of 
accumulated of research findings like these two demonstrate the pivotal role that self-
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efficacy plays in predicting educational outcomes such as persistence; especially since 
SCCT postulates that self-efficacy predicts goals and performance on skills. The 
advantage of studying the relationship between self-efficacy and educational outcomes 
through SCCT is that this framework allows for the incorporation of other variables to 
obtain a more complete picture regarding the prediction of outcomes.  
One of the latest advancements in SCCT is the Social Cognitive Model of Self-
Management (Lent & Brown, 2013) and across academic domains (Fouad, Smith, & Zao, 
2002). This model is different from the original SCCT model as it is not focused on 
content or specific domains (e.g., school subjects, vocational interests, career fields) and 
instead it focuses on processes of adaptive behavior (e.g. persistence, educational 
attainment). A process- oriented social cognitive model lends itself better to the study of 
the relationships between variables that may seem unrelated or diverse in terms of task 
and domain specificity such as critical consciousness and intent to persist in college. For 
that reason, I use Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), as a process rather than 
content framework, in the present research to investigate the relationship between critical 
consciousness and academic intent to persist. 
Academic Persistence Theory 
Burrus, Elliott, Brenneman, Markle, Carney, Moore, Betancourt, Jackson, 
Robbins, Kyllonen, & Roberts (2013) defined persistence as the desire and action of a 
student to stay within the system of higher education from beginning through degree 
completion. Burrus et al. (2013) also differentiated persistence from related terms used in 
this body of literature, such as attrition, dismissal, dropout, mortality, retention, stopout, 
and withdrawal. All of these terms refer to the same phenomenon, students’ continued or 
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discontinued participation in higher education, whether temporarily or permanently. 
Some of the main differences with these terms are the point of references from which 
they are viewed (e.g., from an intuitional perspective) and frame of time.  
Two dominant theoretical frameworks are mainly used to study academic 
persistence, and Burrus et al. (2012) provided a summary of these two models as well as 
a working model based on quantitative research findings in this area. The two 
frameworks are Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure (1975) and Bean’s Model of 
Student Attrition (1980). Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure (Tinto, 1975, 1982, 1987, 
1993, 2006) focuses on the impact of campus interactions and integration on persistence. 
The model combines precollege factors (i.e., schooling, individual attributes, family 
attributes), goal and institutional commitment, academic system factors (i.e., academic 
performance, intellectual development), and social system factors (i.e., peer-group 
interactions, faculty interactions), in a development framework leading to students’ 
decisions to persist. Terenzini and Pascarella (1980) and Terenzini et al. (1981) validated 
the model in their conceptualization and test of an instrument that incorporated the many 
complex dimensions in this model.  Persistence decisions, as they conceptualize the 
model, have been found to relate to many other factors related to student persistence such 
as university comfort, social supports, self-beliefs, and mentoring (Gloria et al., 2005; 
Bordes-Edgar et al., 2011). Though this theory is the most widely used model of 
persistence, there is room for improvement in terms of the utility of this model with 
nontraditional students such as minorities (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Maxwell, 1998; 
Rendon, Jalomo, & Nora, 2000).  
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Bean’s Model of Student Attrition (1980, 1983) is a competitive alternative to 
Tinto’s model and focuses more on nontraditional students. It also places emphasis on 
external factors to the institution that contribute to persistence, where Tinto’s model 
limits itself to factors within the scope of the institution. These external factors (i.e., 
environmental pull) may often exist beyond the control of institutions and students 
themselves. This model also takes into consideration many of the same variables as 
Tinto’s model (i.e., social integration, academic performance, institutional commitment) 
in combination to external factors. Another difference is the separation between 
persistence intention and actual persistence.  Bean’s model emphasizes intent to persist, 
students’ goals to take action to either continue to be enrolled or leave their institution of 
higher education.  According to Bean and Metzner (1985), these persistence intentions 
may be expected to be influenced by psychological and academic variables.  As they 
stated it, “attitudes lead to intentions, which in turn lead to behavior.”  Intent to persist 
has been found to be the strongest predictor of actual persistence, or students’ continued 
enrollment in vs. dropout, in 4-year and 2-year institutions of higher education (Bean & 
Metzner, 1985).  The strength of that relationship has held up in alternative models of 
student persistence (Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Cabrera, Nora, & 
Castaneda, 1985), where the strength of the relationship between intent to persist and 
persistence tended to be above .46 in longitudinal research.  Even more recent research 
advances in Tinto’s (1975) model have incorporated intent to persist, in combination with 
the similar construct of institutional commitment and sometimes referred to as 
persistence decision; and the strong predictive relationship between intent to persist and 
persisting in college continued to be supported (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Pascarella 
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& Terenzini, 1983). As Tinto (2005) noted, though intent to persist predicts who will 
persist, it alone does not provide information about why they persist.  In the current 
study, intent to persist will be used as a proxy for persistence and these two terms will be 
used interchangibly.  
Although there are many similarities between the models proposed by Tinto and 
Dean (Hossler, 1984), it is notable that a weakness in both is that they fail to consider 
self-efficacy in their predictive paths. While these models take into account institutional 
and external factors, they do little to explain the role that students may have in 
understanding and addressing them. To stress the weakness of these models, they 
essentially assume that the student is a passive receiver of institutional and external 
factors, save for a few individual factors (i.e., attitudes). In contrast, Social Cognitive 
Career Theory (Lent et al., 1994) and Critical Consciousness Theory (Freire, 1973) both 
highlight that students may develop the agency to change systems that prevent their 
educational success, and in my view this may involve changes institutions of higher 
education themselves. These latter two theories may have several strengths to offer to the 
more predominant frameworks, Tinto’s and Bean’s, in the study of persistence as at their 
core is the understanding that individuals’ agency leads to cognitive, behavioral, and 
sociopolitical systemic changes.   
Two Integrative Social Cognitive Models of Critical Consciousness  
Integrating Critical Consciousness Theory and Social Cognitive Career Theory is 
possible thanks to the commonalities and nature of the constructs at the heart of each 
theory, as well as the common purposes of both theories. Both theories have cognitive 
foundations and behavioral components, and both operate in the context of environmental 
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and social influences instead of being isolated from social contexts. One may observe that 
both theories embody what Bandura described as triadic and reciprocal influences, a 
position that views the environment, personal factors such as cognition, and behavior as 
influencing one another constantly in recursive ways. Both theories intend to predict 
career, vocational, and educational outcomes that are related to individuals’ vocational 
progress (i.e., academic intent to persist). In this section, two social cognitive conceptual 
models of critical consciousness (i.e., Models 1 and 2) are proposed as an expansion of 
both theories. These are process models, more in line with Brown and Lent’s (2013) 
process model of career self-management. Merging key components of both SCCT and 
CC that overlapped in nature led to the creation of these competing models, Models 1 and 
2. They lend themselves to empirical testing and comparisons in hopes of arriving at a 
superior model that better explicates that relationship between CC and educational intent 
to persist.   
Conceptual models. As in SCCT, the new models were constructed around self-
efficacy, and thus placing individual students’ agency at the center. One of the 
components of critical consciousness is political efficacy, which is conceptually similar 
to the construct of social justice self-efficacy (Miller et al., 2009). Both constructs share a 
domain, an individual’s level of confidence in influencing social and political change. 
This component is central in the new models. Due to the observed importance of outcome 
expectations in predicting outcomes in SCCT’s extant research, which is a component 
that is missing in CC, the new models include social justice outcome expectations as 
well. In essence, social justice self-efficacy is depicted as a predictor of both social 
justice outcome expectations and academic intent to persist, which is also depicted as 
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being predicted by social justice outcome expectations.  The addition of political outcome 
expectations represents an expansion of CC as studied thus far.  
Additionally, another CC component is critical action, which is being 
conceptualized as a precursor to political efficacy in the current models. Though critical 
action may also exist as a result of increased political efficacy, following theoretical 
postulations made in Self-Efficacy Theory (Bandura, 1977), one may expect political 
self-efficacy to result from initial critical action. This critical action component is 
conceptualized in the present study as a source of efficacy that could lead to higher or 
lower efficacy depending on the quality of the learning experience.  When students 
engage in critical action, such as student activism and advocacy, they may gain access to 
all four sources of efficacy that provide information about their abilities to be social 
change actors.  These four sources are performance accomplishments, vicarious learning, 
social persuasion, and physiological states (Anderson & Betz, 2002). Critical action can 
be operationalized by measuring individuals’ propensities to engage in social action, a 
construct known as activism orientation (Corning & Myers, 2002).  Further, this 
individual sense of perceived efficacy by students in underserved groups may contribute 
to the collective efficacy perceived by these groups (Bandura, 2000).  
Critical reflection, people’s ability to analyze and understand the systemic and 
historical roots of sociopolitical inequities and oppressive policies, was operationalized in 
previous research (Diemer & Blustein, 2005, Pratto et al., 2000) through a related 
constructed named Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). SDO refers to one’s “degree of 
preference for inequality among social groups” (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 
1994). In the present new models, critical reflection is conceptualized and measured 
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through the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, & Browne, 
2000, Neville et al., 2007), which more closely captures critical reflection.  Limited 
awareness of institutional or structural discrimination, as measured in this scale, is 
reflective of limited critical reflection about the sociopolitical inequities, its roots, and the 
systems that perpetuate them.  Following closely the latest theoretical developments as 
highlighted by Watts et al. (2011), critical reflection is conceptualized in the present 
models as a reciprocal variable to critical action.  Since both variables are thought of as 
mutually influencing one another, and theoretically either one may precede or lead to the 
other, the current models position both variables as being conceptually in the same space.  
Together, both critical reflection and critical action form two core cognitive and 
behavioral components of critical consciousness, that are conceived to lead to political 
self-efficacy and outcome expectations.  
Two other variables that mirror SCCT positioning are sociopolitical supports and 
barriers, conceptualized in the SCCT literature as contextual affordances and barriers that 
are proximal to the outcome variables.  In this conceptualization, these contextual 
supports and barriers are specific to the institutional and familial climate that the student 
perceives in relation to engaging in social justice (e.g., having an advisor who believes in 
social justice and equity).  In line with previous research (Lent & Brown, 2013), these 
supports and barriers are depicted as variables that contribute to self-efficacy and to the 
dependent outcome or criterion variable (Lent et al., 2003, Lent et al., 2005, Lent et al., 
2011). This depiction is followed strictly in the more constrained current model as 
informed by theory, Model 2.  Model 1, the less constrained model in the current study, 
explores whether supports and barriers are related to critical reflection and critical action. 
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Another expansion from theory in Model 1 is an exploration about whether supports and 
barriers predict political outcome expectations, and not just political self-efficacy.  
Intention to persist through higher education is the criterion variable in both 
models. This variable can be conceptualized via both the goals model and the actions 
model of SCCT. No conceptual separation was made, hence goals and actions were not 
studied as separate variables due to their relatedness, and intent to persist was handled as 
an outcome similar to the way it was treated in Brown et al. (2008). See Figure 2 for a 
visual depiction of the new models. 
Figure 2. Social Cognitive Models of Critical Consciousness and Intent to persist 
Developed for This Study.  
 
Note. Competing social cognitive models of critical consciousness grounded in theory. Model 1: Includes 
dotted paths and is a less structurally constrained model. Model 2: Does not include the dotted paths, thus 
more constrained model and nested within Model 1.  
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Research Questions and Hypotheses  
This research study attempted to answer the following research questions by 
integrating critical consciousness theory and social cognitive career theory into two new 
and competing integrative social cognitive models of critical consciousness and academic 
intent to persist. The hypotheses presented with each question were designed to 
empirically explore each of these research questions. 
1. Research question 1. Which of the two new models is a superior testable social 
cognitive framework of critical consciousness and academic intent to persist 
across all four-student groups of interest?  
H1: The more constrained model will fit the data adequately when specified 
identically for all four groups of interest.  
H2: The less constrained model will fit the data adequately when specified 
identically for all four groups of interest. 
H3: Both models will fit the data equally well.  
H4: Student group will moderate the relationships in the model; hence the model 
will be structurally variant across the four groups of interest.  
2. Research question 2. How do the three components of critical consciousness 
relate to one another across groups?  
H5: Critical reflection and critical action will significantly correlate with each 
other across all four groups.   
H6: Critical action and critical reflection will directly predict political self-
efficacy across all four groups.  
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H7: Critical action, critical reflection, and political self-efficacy will directly 
predict political outcome expectations across all four groups.  
3. Research question 3. What is the relationship between critical consciousness and 
intent to persist in college across student groups?  
H8: Critical action, critical reflection, political self-efficacy, and political outcome 
expectations will each predict academic intent to persist more strongly for undocumented 
immigrant students than for other student groups with legal status.  
H9: Critical action, critical reflection, political self-efficacy, and political outcome 
expectations will predict academic intent to persist more strongly for cultural minority 
students with legal status than for Non-Latina/o White students with legal status.  
4. How do supports and barriers to engage in sociopolitical action relate to critical 
consciousness and academic intent to persist?   
H10: Supports will predict critical action, critical reflection, political self-efficacy 
and outcome expectations more strongly for undocumented students than for students 
with legal status.  
H11: Supports will predict critical action, critical reflection, political self-efficacy 
and outcome expectations more strongly for cultural minority students with legal status 
than for non-Latina/o White students with legal status.  
H12: Supports will predict academic intent to persist more strongly for 
undocumented students than for other students with legal status.  
H13: Barriers and intent to persist will be inversely and more strongly related for 
undocumented immigrant students than for students with legal status.  
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H14: Barriers and intent to persist will be inversely and more strongly related for 
cultural minority students with legal status than for non-Latina/o White students with 
legal status.  
 




A total of 638 college students who were enrolled in at least one college level 
course in the United States participated in the study.  Of this total, 120 (18.8%) 
participants identified as DREAMers (foreign-born individuals without permanent legal 
status), 124 (19.4%) identified as Latinos who possessed permanent legal status (i.e., 
legal permanent residency, U.S. citizenship), 117 (18.3%) identified as non-Latino 
minorities with permanent legal status (i.e., Black, Asian, Native-American), and 277 
(43.4%) identified as non-minority Whites with permanent legal status. These four 
groups constitute the categories of interest for comparative analysis. More detailed 
demographic information is portrayed in Table 1, and it includes ethnic/racial 
composition of participants, gender, and education level. Parents’ education by group is 
illustrated in Table 2. Most participants lived in Arizona (404, 70%), Illinois (43, 7.5%), 
New York (27, 4.7%), California (19, 3.3%), and Florida (17, 2.9%). 
Table 1 
Demograhics 
 N % 
DREAMer 120 18.8 
Latina/o 124 19.4 
Non-Latina/o Minority 117 18.3 
Non-Latina/o White 277 43.4 
White 282 44.2 
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Black or African-American 38 6 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 11 1.7 
Asian 44 6.9 
Biracial or Multiracial 10 6.3 
Female 430 67.7 
Under 35 Years of Age 604 94.7 
Freshman 175 27.6 
Sophomore 129 20.2 
Junior 90 14.2 
Senior 75 11.8 
Graduate Student 159 20.2 
Other 6 .9 
 
The primary group of interest is DREAMers, or undocumented immigrants who 
may qualify for short-term work authorization through the Deferred Action for Childhood 
Arrivals federal program (DACA, USCIS, 2013). Thus, this group may be able to legally 
work in the United States and be protected from deportation and granted lawful presence 
in the short-term, but still lacks “legal status.” Since lawful presence is accompanied by 
fewer benefits than legal/lawful status (i.e., path to legal permanent residency and 
citizenship), it would be expected that this group would lack certain sociopolitical 
advantages that those with legal status enjoy (i.e. right to vote, access to federal financial 
aid, access to in-state tuition in certain states, and the right to drive in some states).  
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The other three groups of interests (e.g., Latinas/os, non-Latino minorities, and 
non-Latino Whites) represent comparison groups that possess legal status (i.e., American 
citizenship, legal permanent or conditional residency, student visa) and represent varying 
levels of sociopolitical privilege. It can be inferred that these three groups face fewer 
sociopolitical barriers to their education as a function of the resources they can access 
based on their “legality.” This group may include first generation Latino immigrants who 
are foreign born but possess legal status and its advantages, second generation Latinos 
who were born in the United States and thus have the full benefits of U.S. citizenship, 
and other groups of legal immigrants who generally represent a higher socioeconomic 
class of immigrants (i.e., international students, high skilled workers) and immigrants 
qualifying under special humanitarian programs (i.e., refugee or asylum grantees) that 
grant them access to a range of social and legal benefits.  
Table 2 
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This study received approval by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Arizona 
State University (See Appendix A). Participants were recruited through scholarship 
programs, colleges, universities, advocacy organizations, and ally networks that provide 
support to them in higher education. Specifically, for the DREAMer group, programs that 
provide specialized support to these students such as the Undocumented Student Project 
at Northeastern Illinois University were contacted for recruitment. Connections with 
these programs were established at the beginning of the academic year. Collaborators in 
these educational support services programs were presented with information about the 
purpose of this study and were asked to reach out to students in their programs with the 
recruitment script and other materials related to this study. The letter of consent as well as 
recruitment script used in the study are presented in Appendices B and C, respectively.  
Certificates of completion were created when requested by instructors who incentivized 
participation in their classrooms.   
Students had the option to voluntarily participate in this study. If students 
volunteered to become participants in the study they had access to the study’s battery of 
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measures via the web-based survey software SurveyMonkey. Participants were assigned 
unique participant ID numbers by the automated survey. No identifying information (i.e., 
full name, student ID number, contact information) was asked for in the study in order to 
ensure confidentiality and protect the identity of vulnerable participants. In addition, the 
IP address tracking option of the survey was disabled so that students are not tracked. 
Instruments and Measures 
This study’s battery of measures included a total of seven instruments that 
measured the constructs of interest. Four of these measures were used to assess the three 
distinct components of critical consciousness identified in the literature. In addition, 
measures of sociopolitical barriers and support were also included. The outcome variable, 
intent to persist, was measured with one robust and widely used instrument. Lastly, a 
number of relevant demographic questions were asked. These questions included year in 
college, number of college courses taken, self-reported GPA, gender, age, ethnicity, 
country of origin, income level, parents’ education, and legal status. Legal status was 
asked by giving participants the option to select the choice that best fit their residency 
classification from the following list: US citizen, legal permanent resident, work visa, 
student visa, refugee, DACA applicant or recipient, undetermined. The last two options 
indicated that the student lacks “legal status” in the United States.  All surveys and 
instruments are presented in Appendix D.   
Critical consciousness. Four distinct instruments were used to measure the three 
different components of critical consciousness: 
Critical reflection. This first construct was measured using the Color-Blind 
Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS) designed by Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, and Browne 
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(2000). This scale measures color-blind racial attitudes across three dimensions: 
Unawareness of Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, and Blatant Racial Issues. 
According to the authors, higher scores on this scale are related to greater levels of 
prejudice and belief that society is just (Neville et al., 2000), and it measures awareness 
of institutional racism (Neville, Coleman, Falconer, & Holmes, 2005). A lack of 
awareness of structural discrimination is thus reflective of low critical reflection about the 
structural sources of oppression. This is a 20-item scale on a 6-point Likert, ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Total scores range from 20 to 120, higher 
scores indicating denial of institutional discrimination. The scale’s total score was found 
to be reliable, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .84 to .91 (Neville et al., 2000).  The 
total scale score has been found to relate to higher false consciousness, specifically victim 
blaming, internalized oppression, and social dominance orientation.  For the purpose of 
tapping the construct of critical reflection, individual item scoring procedures were 
followed as described by the authors. Subsequently, all items were reverse scored and a 
total scale score was averaged.  Higher scores indicate higher awareness of systemic 
inequities and oppression, thus displaying higher critical reflection.  Sample items 
include “Social policies, such as affirmative action, discriminate unfairly against white 
people,” “immigrants should try to fit into the culture and values of the U.S.” and “racial 
and ethnic minorities in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their 
skin.” Cronbach’s alpha of .89 indicated good internal consistency of the twenty items in 
the total scale.  
Critical action. This variable was measured by the Activism Orientation Scale 
(Corning & Myers, 2002), which captures college students’ orientation toward activist 
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engagement. This 35-item scale contains a 28-item subscale that measures Conventional 
Activism and a 7-item High Risk Activism subscale on a 3-point Likert, ranging from 0 
(extremely unlikely) to 3 (extremely likely).  Average scores on each subscale indicate 
students’ propensity to engage in various collective, social-political, problem-solving 
behaviors considered low-risk (passive and institutionalized) or high-risk (active and 
unconventional).  Low-Risk and High-Risk subscales obtained high internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s α = .96 and .91 respectively) with a sample of 296 undergraduate students 
(Corning & Myers, 2002). The overall scale obtained high internal consistency calculated 
by Cronbach’s alpha in a second study with 224 college students in four distinct samples: 
Student Labor Union (.93), Women’s Studies (.96), Sociology (.96), and Communication 
Skills (.95). Sample items in the Low-Risk/Conventional Activism subscale include 
“invite a friend to attend a meeting of a political organization or event” and “confront 
jokes, statements, or innuendos that opposed a particular group’s cause.” Sample items in 
the High-Risk/Unconventional Activism scale include “engage in a political activity in 
which you knew you would be arrested” and “engage in a political activity in which you 
feared for your personal safety.” For the purposes of this study, total scale average scores 
were used. Cronbach’s alpha for the 35 item scale was .97, indicating high internal 
consistency of the total scale in the current sample.  
Political efficacy and outcome expectations. This construct was measured with 
scales that assess social justice self-efficacy and social justice outcome expectations 
developed in Miller et al’s (2009, 2011) Social Issues Questionnaire. The social justice 
self-efficacy scale is composed of 20 items that ask participants to rate their confidence to 
complete social justice advocacy tasks on a 10-point scale, ranging from 0 (no confidence 
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at all) to 9 (complete confidence). Higher scores indicate higher confidence in performing 
social justice behaviors. Social justice self-efficacy as defined by Miller et al (2009) “an 
individual’s perceived ability to engage in social justice advocacy behaviors across 
intrapersonal (e.g., “examine your own worldview, biases, and prejudicial attitudes after 
witnessing or hearing about social injustice”), interpersonal (e.g., “challenge an 
individual who displays racial, ethnic, and/or religious intolerance”), community (e.g., 
“support efforts to reduce social injustice through your own local fundraising efforts”), 
and institutional/political (e.g., “leading a group of coworkers in an effort to eliminate 
workplace discrimination in your place of employment”) domains” is very much in line 
with how Watts et al. (2011) conceptualized political efficacy, as “the perceived capacity 
to effect social and political change by individual and/or collective activism.”  It appears 
that both definitions address the same construct, and that the Miller scale measures 
political efficacy across a number of domains.  
The social justice outcome expectations scale is a 10-item scale that asks 
participants to rate their expected positive outcomes from engaging in social justice 
advocacy on a 10-point scale, ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). 
Higher scores indicate higher levels of expected positive outcomes associated with social 
justice behaviors. Miller et al. (2007) obtained reliability estimates between .94 and .96 
for the social justice self-efficacy scale, and in a subsequent study (Miller et al., 2009) the 
reliability scale was again .94. Sample item for social justice self-efficacy: “how much 
confidence do you have in your ability to challenge an individual who displays racial, 
ethnic, and/or religious intolerance?” For the social justice outcome expectations scale 
internal consistency estimates between .88 and .92 in the 2007 study; the reliability 
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estimate was .81 in the 2009 study. Sample item: “Engaging in social justice activities 
would likely allow me to reduce oppression of certain groups.” In the current study, the 
20 social justice self-efficacy was found to have high internal consistency, with a 
Cronbach’s α = .95.   
Sociopolitical engagement supports and barriers. These constructs were 
measured using two subscales developed in the Social Issues Questionnaire (Miller et al., 
2007, 2009). Participants are asked to rate the likelihood of experiencing support related 
to pursuing social justice or political engagement on 5 items and of experiencing barrier 
situations on 4 items, all on 10-point scales that range from 1 (not at all) to 10 (extremely 
likely).  Higher scores in each scale indicate higher supports or barriers to social justice 
engagement. Miller et al (2007) found internal reliability scores ranging between .75 to 
.89 for the support subscale, and scores between .63 and .76 on the barriers subscale. 
Miller et al (2009) estimated reliability scores of .90 for the support subscale and .79 for 
the barriers subscale in a sample of 274 college students. The stem for both subscales is 
“if you were to engage in social justice activities, how likely would you be able to…” 
Sample items for supports include “have access to a role model (i.e., someone you can 
look up to and learn from by observing)” and “feel that your family members support this 
decision.” Sample items for barriers include “feel that you didn’t fit in socially with other 
people involved in the same activities” and “worry that getting involved would require 
too much time or energy.” The support and barriers subscales were adequately reliable in 
this sample, with α = .90 and α = .77 respectively.  
Intent to persist. The Persistence/Voluntary Dropout Decisions Scale (PVDDS) 
developed by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) was used to assess students’ academic 
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persistence decisions. The original measure consists of 30 items on a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from 0 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The scale was validated 
with Chicana/o undergraduates (Gloria, 2005) and Latino undergraduate students (Gloria 
et al., 2005). In a sample of 1457 students, Pascarella and Terenizi (1980) calculated 
reliability estimates on each of the instruments’ subscales as follows: Scale I Peer 
Interactions (.84, 7 items), Scale II Interactions with Family (.83, 5 items), Scale III 
Faculty Concerns for Student Development and Teaching (.82, 5 items), Scale IV 
Academic and Intellectual Development (.74, 7 items), Scale V Institutional and Goal 
Commitments (.71, 6 items). Gloria (2005) found that this instrument yielded adequate 
internal reliability (.85) with Chicana/o students, as well as with Latino undergraduate 
students (.86) as stated by Gloria et al. (2005).  For the purposes of this study, only Scale 
V Institutional and Goal Commitments was used as a measure of intent to persist. Higher 
average scores on this scale indicate higher commitment to persist through graduation at 
the students’ institution of higher education.  This subscale made the largest contribution, 
compared to the other subscales, in differentiating “persisters” and “voluntary dropouts,” 
with persisters tending to have significantly higher scores (Pascarella & Terenzini,1980).  
Additionally, both institutional and goal commitment items were predictive of actual 
persistence when examined separately in a longitudinal study (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1983), with institutional commitment being a stronger predictor of persistence than goal 
commitment. Sample items include “it is important for me to graduate from college,” “I 
am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this university,” and “it 
is not important to me to graduate from this university.” Items 3, 4, and 6 were reverse 
coded as indicated to reflect the negative wording of the items.  The directionality of the 
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Likert-scale was switched for this study so that higher scores would indicate higher 
commitment to persist through graduation. The intent to persist scale had good internal 
reliability in this sample, with a Cronbach’s α = .83.  
Research Design and Analytic Strategy 
This study is a cross-sectional one by design, where participants completed 
quantitative measures at one point in time. Specifically, the same four groups of 
participants (e.g., immigrant students, Latinos with legal status, Non-Latino minorities 
with legal status, and Whites with legal status) were engaged at the same general point in 
time (i.e., fall 2015 semester) and were invited to complete the same aforementioned 
battery of measures. The data collected in the study were analyzed using path analysis 
(Ahn, 2002), a procedure of structural equation modeling (SEM), in MPlus Version 7 
(Muthen & Muthen, 2012) in order to test how the proposed social cognitive structural 
models of critical consciousness and intent to persist fit the group of interest, immigrant 
students, in comparison to the other three groups and in order to test hypotheses related to 
relational paths among observed or manifest variables.  
Prior to conducting the analyses, the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was 
conducted in order to explore whether the data were normally distributed. Results 
indicated that the data were significantly different from a normal distribution (p < .05), 
and thus the null hypothesis of normality was rejected. Visual examinations of the data 
via histograms and Q-Q Plots on each variable and each item revealed that responses 
tended to be skewed, positively or negatively, toward either end depending on the 
variable, and reflected non-linearity.   
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A total of 42 cases were removed listwise from an initial sample of 680 students 
due to high amount of missing scores on measures (i.e., missing more than 75% the 
survey responses), resulting in a final sample of 638.  The proportion of missing 
responses of intent to persist was .5%, o% on critical reflection, 8% on activism, 8% on 
political self-efficacy, 10.5% on political outcome expectations and 10% on both 
sociopolitical support and barriers scales.  In addition, Little’s Missing Completely at 
Random (MCAR) test was conducted prior to analyses to examine data missingness.  
Results revealed that the percent of missing data on each item ranged from .0 to 1.8.  
Little’s MCAR Chi-Square, χ2 (465) = 428.36, p > .05, failed to reject the null hypothesis 
that the data were not missing completely at random. These pieces of evidence indicate 
that the data are missing completely at random. In order to address the non-normality and 
missingness concerns, the data were analyzed in MPlus using Maximum Likelihood 
Robust (MLR) estimator and Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML). The MLR 
estimator uses parameter estimates with standard errors and Chi-Square statistic that are 
robust to non-normality and non-independence of observations. FIML allowed using all 
available data to estimate model parameters by labeling missing cases with the value 
(99). 
For analyses, a sequential procedure was used in order to test the hypotheses 
related to critical consciousness and intent to persist in the four student groups of interest 
using path analysis. First, the fit of both of the competing social cognitive models of 
critical consciousness derived from theory (See Figure 2) were each tested for goodness 
of fit separately, allowing paths among variables to be free across all four groups. 
Second, a Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi-Square difference test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001; 
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Satorra & Bentler, 2010) was calculated in order to test differences between these two 
nested models by evaluating the null hypothesis that the more constrained model fits as 
well as the less-constrained model. This difference test uses a Chi-Square correction and 
it is the appropriate difference test to use with MLR estimation. Third, the model that fits 
better was improved by examining modification indices and relational paths, in order to 
make modifications and design an improved model, grounded in the data. That model 
was tested for fit and for structural invariance by testing with fully constrained paths to 
equality across the four groups of interest, as well as by systematically constraining one 
path at a time and examining the fit of the model in comparison to the same model when 
unconstrained. The aim of this last step was to arrive at a data driven model that identifies 
invariant paths across groups, as well as free paths reflective of differences among 
groups.  
Recommendations outlined by Kline (2015) were followed in determining model 
fit and misspecification using a variety of global fit indices such as chi square (χ2) tests of 
model fit, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit 
index (CFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), confidence intervals, and the Standardized 
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR).  Lastly, directional correlations and covariances 
amongst manifest variables were also evaluated in the final path model in order to test 
hypotheses related to specific relations among variables.  




Path analyses were conducted to test two competing models derived from theory 
(See Figure 2) that specified hypothesized relationships among variables related to 
critical consciousness and academic achievement in underserved college students. 
Manifest variables included critical reflection, critical action, political self-efficacy, 
political outcome expectations, sociopolitical supports, sociopolitical barriers, and intent 
to persist through college graduation. Each manifest variable was calculated by 
computing total scale scores from established scales that measure these constructs of 
interest.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables across the four 
student groups of interest are presented in Tables 3 and 4.  
Table 3 
Summary of Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Measures in 
Undocumented Immigrant Students and Latina/o Students with Legal Status 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD 
1. Intent to         
Persist 
 -.01 -.00 -.03 .15 -.07 -.18 4.22 .95 
2. Political        
Self-
Efficacy 




.14 .39  .40 .29 .62 .17 6.39 1.87 
4. Critical 
Action 
-.30 .41 .19  .33 .40 .21 1.19 .75 
5. Critical 
Reflection 
.12 .30 .34 .29  .09 .02 4.53 .82 
6. Supports -.05 .34 .29 .03 .15  .28 5.98 2.13 
7. Barriers -.22 -.07 -.14 -.04 .03 -.29  4.15 2.16 
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Mean 4.35 6.35 7.10 1.54 4.63 6.93 3.60   
SD .79 2.01 2.02 .59 .60 1.82 2.22   
Note. Results for undocumented immigrant students displayed below diagonal with means and standard 
deviations at the bottom of table. Results for Latina/o students with legal status displayed above diagonal 
with means and standard deviations on right-hand side of table.  
 
Table 4 
Summary of Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Measures in Non-
Latina/o Minority Students with Legal Status and Non-Latina/o White Students with 
Legal Status 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD 
1. Intent to 
Persist 








.20 .62  .37 .37 .63 .05 5.94 1.85 
4. Critical 
Action 
.04 .40 .30  .46 .23 -.06 1.08 .67 
5. Critical 
Reflection 
.18 .34 .28 .23  .24 -.13 4.12 .92 
6. Supports .03 .55 .64 .18 .16  -.03 5.82 2.04 
7. Barriers -.33 .08 .15 .10 -.15 .10  3.88 1.83 
Mean 4.01 5.84 6.39 1.19 4.26 5.87 4.17   
SD .98 2.04 1.96 .67 .81 2.24 2.35   
Note. Results for non-Latina/o minority students with legal status displayed below diagonal with means and 
standard deviation at the bottom of table, results for non-Latina/o White students with legal status displayed 
above diagonal with means and standard deviations on right-hand side of table.   
 
Model 1 is a less constrained model grounded in theory where directional 
relationships among predictors, sociopolitical supports and barriers to critical reflection, 
critical action, and political outcome expectations are allowed. Model 2 constitutes a 
more constrained model where relationships among predictors are more constrained. 
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These two structural path models were tested for fit separately across four different 
groups of interest: 1) immigrant students without legal status, 2) Latino students who 
have legal status, 3) non-Latino minority students with legal status, and 4) Whites with 
legal status.  
Results from these tests of model fit are presented in Table 5.  Model 1, the less 
constrained model, was tested across the four groups (i.e., immigrants with no legal 
status, Latinos with legal status, Non-Latino minorities with legal status, and Non-Latino 
Whites with legal status) allowing the relationship paths to be free. The results from this 
model indicate very good model fit, χ2 (8) = 10.30, p > .05, a RMSEA of .04 [CI: .00, 
.10], CFI of .99, TLI of .97, and SRMR was .02. Subsequently, the same procedure for 
testing the model fit, allowing free relational paths across the four groups, was applied to 
Model 2. Global fit indices revealed a chi-square statistic of χ2 (24) = 186.97, p < .001, an 
RMSEA of .21 [CI: .18, .23], CFI of .71, TLI of .27, and SRMR of .10. These results 
indicate that Model 2 fits the data very poorly across all four groups. In order to test 
differences in Chi-square test statistics for these two nested models, a Satorra-Bentler 
Tests (Satorra & Bentler, 2001; Satorra & Bentler, 2010) was conducted as well as ΔCFI. 
The difference between the Satorra-Bentler (S-B) test and a regular difference test is that 
a corrected χ2 is computed as part of the calculation. This is the appropriate difference test 
to compute given that Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) was used in analyses in order 
to address non-normality in the data.  Results from this difference test, S-B Scaled χ2diff 
(16) = 177.77, p < .001, Δ CFI .28, indicated that Model 1 fit the data significantly better 
than Model 2.  Taken together, these pieces of evidence suggested that the superior model 
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was Model 1, which was a less constrained model derived from theory and also 
incorporated additional paths for exploration.  
Table 5 
Model Test Results Summary for Critical Consciousness and Intent to Persist 
                                           χ2 df RMSEA RMSEA90 CFI TLI SRMR  
Model 1 Free 
Paths By 
Group 
10.30 8 .04 .00, .10 .99 .97 .02 
Model 2 Free 
Paths By 
Group 
186.97* 24 .21 .18, .23 .71 .27 .10 
Satorra-Bentler  
Scaled χ2 Diff 
Test  
Model 2 vs. 
Model 1 
177.77* 16   .28   
Model 1B Free 
Paths By 
Group 
16.38 16 .01 .00, .08 .99 .99 .03 
Satorra-Bentler  
Scaled χ2 Diff 
Test  
Model 1 vs. 
Model 1B 












52.08 46 .03 .00, .06 .99 .98 .05 
Satorra-Bentler  
Scaled χ2 Diff 
35.72 30   .00   
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Test Model 3 
vs. Model 1B 
 
Note. * p < .001.  
To further improve Model 1, modification indices and strength of relational paths 
were examined. These indicators suggested that two paths be removed from the model. 
These paths were sociopolitical barriers to political self-efficacy and critical action to 
political outcome expectations. The removal of these paths led to the testing of a data 
driven model titled Model 1B.  When tested for goodness of fit, results indicated that this 
model fit the data well, χ2 (16) = 16.38, p > .05, an RMSEA of .01 [CI: .00, .08], CFI of 
.99, TLI of .99, and SRMR of .03. Additionally, an S-B difference test comparing this 
model to Model 1, the best fitting model derived from theory, revealed both models fit 
the data equally well, S-B Scaled χ2diff (16) = 16.38, p > .05, ΔCFI .00.  These results 
support that model 1B fits the data very well, just as well as Model 1, despite being a 
more constrained version of that model, thought not as constrained as Model 2.  
In order to test for structural invariance of Model 1B across the four groups of 
interest, all paths among variables were fully constrained to equality across the four 
groups. That model did not fit the data very well, χ2 (67) = 132.63, p < .001, RMSEA = 
.08, [CI: .06, .10], CFI = .90, TLI = .89, and SRMR = .10. These results suggest that the 
model is not invariant across cultural groups, and that relationships among variables may 
indeed vary in strength depending on the group.  In other words, results suggest that 
student group (i.e., undocumented immigrant, Latina/o with legal status, Non-Latina/o 
minority with legal status, and Non-Latina/o Whites with legal status) moderates the 
relationships between some of the variables in the model.  In order to determine what 
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relationships student group moderates, and where the model is invariant, a systematic 
approach was adopted to search for such paths.  A total of 17 models were calculated, one 
per path in the model, constraining on relational path to equality across the four groups at 
a time.  The fit of each of the 17 models was then compared to the fit of Model 1B using 
S-B difference tests to determine which paths could be constrained to equality across 
groups (See Appendix E).  This led to identifying 10 paths that resulted in non-significant 
chi-squared difference tests in relation to Model 1B, paths that did not worsen the fit of 
the model by being constrained to equality.  These paths were: political self-efficacy to 
intent to persist, political outcome expectations to intent to persist, sociopolitical barriers 
to intent to persist, critical action to political self-efficacy, critical reflection to political 
self-efficacy, support to political self-efficacy, political self-efficacy to political outcome 
expectations, critical reflection to political outcome expectations, barriers to political 
outcome expectations, and support to critical reflection.   
These results from difference testing were used to create a new and final model, 
Model 3, which constrained the aforementioned paths to equality across and allowed the 
remaining 7 paths to be freed across the four groups.  Model 3, partially constrained to 
equality, was tested for goodness of fit.  Results indicated a χ2 (46) = 52.08, p > .05,  
RMSEA of .03 [CI: .00, .06], CFI of .99, TLI of .98, and SRMR was .05.  These indices 
of global fit suggest good fit for Model 3 in this data.  Finally, Model 3 was compared to 
Model 1B revealing that both models fit the data adequately, S-B Scaled χ2diff (30) = 
35.72, p > .05,  ΔCFI = .00. These results point toward Model 3, partially constraining 10 
relational paths to equality across the four groups and freeing 7 paths, as the best 
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structural model relating critical consciousness constructs to academic intent to persist in 
this sample of diverse college students.  
Path Model Results   
Given that Model 3 was found to be the best fitting model from the ones tested in 
the present study after a sequential procedure that tested for structural invariance, results 
from relationships among variables as specified are reported here and in Figure 3. When 
the strength of the path was the same across groups, the single index is presented in the 
Figure. When the strength of the path differed by group, those indices are presented in the 
Figure separated by a slash for undocumented immigrant students first, for Latina/o 
students with legal status second, for Non-Latina/o minority students third, and for Non-
Latina/o White students fourth. Structural paths revealed that sociopolitical supports and 
barriers differed in their relationships across groups. For undocumented immigrant 
students, the covariance relationship was negative and statistically significant with 
moderate strength. For Latina/o students with legal status, the relationship was 
moderately strong, positive and detected at a statistically significant level, indicating that 
this group experiences both supports and barriers in a related manner.  For Non-Latina/o 
cultural minorities and Non-Latina/o Whites with legal status, the relationships were not 
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Figure 3. Standardized Parameter Estimates Among Variables in Final Model with 
Partially Constrained Paths to Equality 
 
Note. * p < .001. Parameters are displayed by group of students, separated by slashes. First group is 
undocumented immigrant students. Second group is Latina/o students with legal status. Third group is Non-
Latina/o minority students with legal status. And fourth group is Non-Latina/o White students with legal 
status.  
Sociopolitical supports were predictive of critical action with weak to moderate 
strength for Latina/o students with legal status and White students with legal status, but 
not for undocumented or Non-Latina/o minority students. Supports were also predictive 
of critical reflection, with weak strength across groups, and political self-efficacy, with 
moderate strength across groups. Supports were also strongly predictive of political 
outcome expectations for all groups of students, except for undocumented students.  
Decreases in intent to persist through college graduation was weakly predicted by 
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sociopolitical supports for undocumented immigrants, positively and weakly for White 
students, and not predictive for Latina/o or other minority students.  On the other hand, 
sociopolitical barriers were predictive, with moderate strength, of lower intent to persist 
for minority groups, and with weak strength for White students. Barriers did not predict 
political outcome expectations in a way that would be detected at a statistically 
significant level.  
As expected, critical reflection and critical action correlated moderately for all 
groups.  Furthermore, critical reflection was weakly related to political self-efficacy and 
of political outcome expectations for all groups of students.  Critical action was a 
negative and moderate predictor of intent to persist in undocumented immigrants, though 
it did not predict intent to persist in other groups of students. As expected as well, 
political self-efficacy was moderately predictive of political outcome expectations in all 
groups. Critical reflection predicted intent to persist in undocumented immigrants 
students with weak strength, but not for the other minority students with legal status.  
However, for White students with legal status, critical reflection was a negative and 
moderately strong predictor of their intent to persist at their university. Finally, political 
outcome expectations were positive and moderately strong predictors of intent to persist 
in college for all four groups of students.  
Post-Hoc Analyses   
In order to deeply explore where each of the seven relational paths that were 
allowed to be free across groups in Model 3 differed, a series of systematic tests was 
conducted.  Based on examination of the strength of relationships across groups in the 
seven free paths, a total of sixteen additional difference tests were conducted.  Each of 
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these tests involved testing the final partially constrained Model 3 by further constraining 
the path of inquiry across groups, except in group(s) hypothesized as differing from the 
others. Such evaluation was intended to provide evidence as to where each of the seven 
paths was different across groups.  Each of the constrained sixteen models was compared 
to Model 3 partially constrained using Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Squared Difference 
Tests. The null hypothesis tested was that both models, each of the new ones compared to 
partially constrained Model 3, fit equally well. Rejecting the null indicated worse fit, thus 
indicating the individual path under observation may not be freed for a particular group 
and constrained for others.  Failing to reject the null thus indicated that fit was maintained 
while isolating the hypothesized difference across groups in the particular path.  Results 
from the sixteen S-B tests are reported in Appendix F and visually in Figure 4.  
These tests provided evidence to support that as suspected, the relationship 
between supports and intent to persist was stronger in non-Latina/o White students in 
comparison to all other groups.  Both non-Latina/o White students and DREAMers 
experienced the relationship between supports and intent to persist in comparison to other 
groups. For White students, higher supports were related to increases in intent to persist, 
while for DREAMers higher supports were related to decreases in intent to persist. The 
relationship between critical reflection and intent to persist was different for DREAMers 
and non-Latina/o White students compared to other groups.  For DREAMers, higher 
critical reflection was related to higher intent to persist. However, the opposite was the 
case for non-Latina/o White students, as higher critical reflection was related to lower 
intent to persist for them. The relationship between critical action and intent to persist 
was negative and strong for DREAMers compared to all other groups.  The relationship 
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between critical reflection and critical action was different for non-Latina/o minority and 
White students compared to Latina/o and DREAMer students, with it being stronger in 
non-Latina/o White students, moderate for Latinas/os and DREAMers, and weak for 
minorities.  Latina/o students with legal status experienced a stronger relationship 
between support and critical action compared to all other groups. The relationship 
between support and political outcome expectations was different, not significant, in 
DREAMers compared to all other groups.  Lastly, both DREAMers’ and Latina/o 
students with legal status experienced the relationship between support and barriers 
differently from non-Latina/o minorities and White students in that the correlation 
between these two variables was negative for DREAMers but positive for Latina/o 
students.  
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Figure 4. Standardized Parameter Estimates Among Variables in Final Model with 
Partially Constrained Paths to Equality and Differentiated Parameters 
 
Note. * p < .001. Parameters are displayed by group of students, separated by slashes. First group 
is undocumented immigrant students. Second group are Latina/o students with legal status. Third group is 
Non-Latina/o minority students with legal status. And fourth group is Non-Latina/o White students with 
legal status. Paths with darker lines were tested for differentiation across groups. Parameters that are equal 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
The goal of the present investigation was to answer four broad research questions 
relating to the educational attainment of disadvantaged cultural groups who tend to 
underperform compared to mainstream cultural groups. Specifically, the aim was to use a 
social cognitive lens to better understand the role that social justice engagement has on 
the academic intent to persist of immigrant students who lack legal immigration status in 
the U.S., also known as DREAMers, as well as their peers who have legal status (i.e., 
permanent residence, U.S. citizenship) and belong to cultural groups such as Latina/o, 
Black or African American, Asian or Asian American, Native American, and White.  The 
first question related to the merging of the relevant and overlapping aspects of Social 
Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT, Lent et al., 1994; Lent & Brown, 2013) and Critical 
Consciousness (CC, Freire, 1973; Freire, 2000) to create a new, testable model relating 
critical consciousness to educational attainment outcomes such as intent to persist.   
The second question pertained to the relationships among three components of 
critical consciousness (i.e., critical reflection, critical action, and political efficacy) 
identified by theorists in the past couple of decades (Watts et al., 2011), and how these 
relationships may vary across the four student groups.  The third question aimed to 
further unpack the theoretical linkage between critical consciousness and academic intent 
to persist, with hypotheses about how each component of critical consciousness varies in 
how it relates to intent to persist across the four student groups, as these groups vary in 
the marginalization they experience as evidenced by their educational achievement. A 
fourth question explored how supports and barriers, constructs identified as important by 
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researchers in both SCCT and CC veins of study, relate to both critical consciousness and 
academic intent to persist.  This chapter discusses the findings from model testing and 
path analysis to test the research questions, and it connects these findings to the extant 
quantitative and theoretical literature on critical consciousness, with suggestions for 
research and practice.  
An Integrative Social Cognitive Model of Critical Consciousness 
Two competing models were created in an attempt to integrate SCCT and CC into 
a testable framework.  The models are described in more detail in Chapter 2.  In 
summary, a constrained model (Model 2) followed SCCT and CC theory very closely, 
while a less constrained model (Model 1) was also derived from theory, but explored 
additional paths among manifest variables.  Variables in both models were the same and 
the models were differentiated in how variables related to one another.  These manifest 
variables were intent to persist through college, political self-efficacy, political outcome 
expectations, critical reflection, critical action, and supports and barriers to engaging in 
sociopolitical activity.  Both models were tested for goodness of fit separately, and their 
global fit indices were compared in order to determine which model more adequately 
represented how these constructs relate in the present data.  That examination pointed 
toward Model 1, the less constrained model, as the preferable one.  
To further improve on that model, local fit indices and relational paths were 
examined, which led to the deletion of two unnecessary paths.  Further, that new model 
was subjected to systematic evaluation, which led to a clearer understanding about which 
relational paths were different across the four groups of students and which were 
essentially equal across groups.  A final model was then created, which allowed 7 paths 
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to be different across groups and 10 paths to be constrained across, and that model fit the 
data adequately.  The partially constrained model is presented with the strength of its 
relational paths in Figure 3.  The new integrative model links constructs of critical 
consciousness to academic intent to persist, and suggests that the student group (i.e., 
undocumented immigrant, Latina/o with legal status, Non-Latina/o minority with legal 
status, and Non-Latina/o White with legal status) moderates the strength of 7 of its paths.  
This new integrative social cognitive model of critical consciousness signals that 
it is possible to merge Social Cognitive Career Theory and Critical Consciousness at a 
conceptual level to understand the academic achievement of minority students who 
experience systemic disenfranchisement.  Empirical evaluation also provides evidence 
that this integration is supported by the data.  This study presents initial evidence to 
support this integrative model, which aims to understand underserved students’ academic 
intent to persist in relation to their agency to change systems that sustain the unjust use of 
power that holds back their success in education and society.  To date, no such model 
exists and this study fills gaps in the literature on the academic achievement of diverse 
students. The hope is that this study adds clarity about how sociopolitical inequities, and 
students’ responses to them, contribute to students’ higher education journeys.  
Critical Consciousness Across Student Groups 
In the integrative social cognitive model of critical consciousness, specific 
associations between three components of critical consciousness were identified by 
closely following recent conceptual advances as highlighted by Watts et al. (2011). These 
three components are critical reflection, or oppressed students’ analysis of the unjust 
conditions that impact them and how to begin to change them; critical action, or 
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engagement in activities such as advocacy and activism to address social inequities; and 
political self-efficacy, or students’ appraisal of their ability to effect social change.  A 
fourth component was added in this new model, inspired by SCCT and the study of self-
efficacy as applied in education and vocational research.  The fourth component is 
political outcome expectations, or students’ expectations of what their abilities to effect 
sociopolitical change may lead to for them.  
Consistent with theory (Watts et al., 2011) and with my hypothesis, critical 
reflection and critical action were correlated.  Interestingly, this relationship has different 
strength depending on the group of students.  The data revealed that these two variables 
relate more strongly for non-Latina/o White students with legal status, with comparable 
strength for undocumented immigrant students and for Latina/o students with legal status, 
and with lower strength for non-Latina/o minority students with legal status. This finding 
is in line with research by the Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and 
Engagement (Foster-Bay, 2008), which found that Whites tend to have higher rates of 
civic participation, while racial/ethnic minorities and immigrants are much less likely to 
be civically engaged.  Socioeconomic status, community, and cultural factors may 
present greater and more abundant barriers for these latter groups to engage actively.  
Bowman’s (2011) meta-analysis on the relationship between diversity experiences (i.e.,  
opportunities for diverse groups of students to connect with each other) and civic 
engagement (i.e., critical action) found that diversity experiences were associated with 
higher civic attitudes, intentions, and behaviors.  In the absence or limited availability of 
diversity experiences for minority students (Spanierman et al., 2008), mainstream 
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students may have an advantage in how they experience critical reflection and critical 
action.  
The positioning of this correlation relative to other variables in the model is new 
in critical consciousness research.  Findings support that critical reflection and critical 
action may be positioned as parallel in the same space, correlated, and together predicting 
political self-efficacy.  Each of these two variables was predictive of political self-
efficacy in a way that may be considered statistically equal across all four groups.  
Critical reflection was a weak predictor of higher political self-efficacy, while critical 
action was a moderate predictor of political self-efficacy across all four groups.  The 
strength of these two relationships toward political self-efficacy supports the notion that 
students need to go beyond sophisticated analysis and move toward action in order to 
achieve what is described as a mental state of liberation (Watts et al., 1999, Watts et al., 
2003), where confidence in their abilities to effect change is constant.  Indeed, Watt et 
al.’s (1999) five-stage theory of sociopolitical development suggests that if students 
remain only analytical of sociopolitical inequities and injustice without the support 
necessary to take action and gain confidence for bringing about change to these 
conditions, they may in their analysis perceive the system as predatory and immutable. In 
theory, that may lead to them remaining in an adaptive stage, where they sustain systemic 
inequities and accommodate themselves in order to receive social and material rewards.  
Thus, findings from the present study are in line with theory in supporting that both 
reflection and action are related to a higher sense of political self-efficacy.  
Lastly, this research builds on recent work conducted to understand critical 
consciousness development among marginalized youth (Diemer & Li, 2011) by including 
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a new component in critical consciousness: political outcome expectations.  Outcome 
expectations were formally separated from self-efficacy as a construct by Bandura (1986) 
and later on by others (Shell et al., 1989; Zimmerman, 2000). They are positioned parallel 
to self-efficacy in SCCT (Lent et al., 1994), and are thought of as being predicted by self-
efficacy in some cases and being correlated with it in some others.  Recent research is 
placing more attention on outcome expectations as a variable that is useful in predicting 
educational and vocational outcomes alongside self-efficacy (Fouad & Guillen, 2006).  
Thus, the inclusion of this variable as a component of critical consciousness is 
reasonable.  In line with SCCT research, political self-efficacy was found to predict 
political outcome expectations with moderate strength for all four groups in the present 
study. Hence, higher self-appraisals by students about their abilities to effect social 
change were related to higher beliefs that engaging in sociopolitical action may lead to 
positive outcomes for themselves and others.  Critical reflection, was also predictive of 
political outcome expectations for all groups as expected.  This is a sound relation, since 
both variables are largely cognitive and involve analysis of one’s behaviors and 
conditions in relation to the sociopolitical context.  Contrary to a priori hypotheses, 
critical action was not predictive of political outcome expectations.  Moreover, model 
tests led to the removal of the path between these two variables for model improvement.   
Critical Consciousness and Academic Intent to Persist 
No study to date has explored the connection between critical consciousness and 
academic intent to persist of undocumented immigrant students, as well as their 
counterparts who have legal status in the U.S.  However, this line of research is making 
headway more broadly and in recent years it has suggested that critical consciousness is 
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strongly related to urban youths’ vocational identity, commitment to future careers, and 
work salience (Diemer & Blusten, 2005).  Longitudinal investigation also indicates that 
sociopolitical development effects youths’ occupational expectations as early as 12th 
grade, and that effect translates into occupational attainment in adulthood (Diemer, 2008; 
Diemer & Hsieh, 2008).  More recently, McWhirter and McWhirter (2015) 
operationalized critical consciousness as having two dimensions in a freshly developed 
scale for Latina/o high school students: critical agency and critical behavior.  They found 
that their critical consciousness measures related to Latina/o students’ postsecondary 
education plans, vocational outcome expectations, and engagement with the school and 
community.  Building on these foundational studies, the current study contributes to the 
growing body of knowledge about the connection between critical consciousness and 
vocational/career development of marginalized youths more broadly by extending this 
investigation to marginalized college students and their academic attainment in college.  
In line with hypotheses for the present study, critical action was strongly 
predictive of intent to persist for undocumented immigrant students and not for other 
student groups who have the advantage of having legal status. However, the predictive 
relationship was negative, thus suggesting that higher propensity to engage in critical 
action (e.g., student activism) was related to lower intent to persist in college for 
DREAMers. It is possible that this effect may be connected to the considerably high risk 
that undocumented students shoulder in order to take action to change the systems that 
disadvantage them. For undocumented immigrant students, the risks of participating in 
actions such as peaceful protests (i.e., marching, rallies, displaying signs) or 
unconventional social action (i.e., arrests, hunger strikes, civil disobedience) may be very 
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high as it could potentially lead to detention and deportation from the U.S. (Galindo, 
2012; Zimmerman, 2011). The element of risk in explaining the inverse relationship 
between activism and intent to persist needs to be further explored in future research.  An 
alternative explanation is that investment of time and resources in activism may 
inadvertently become an interference for students.  
Critical reflection was a positive predictor of intent to persist in undocumented 
students as hypothesized.  This finding provides support to Freire’s (1973) notion that as 
the underserved analyze systemic inequities that sustain their conditions (e.g., poverty) on 
their own, instead of being treated as blank vessels where information may be deposited 
by educators, they would in turn become more invested in their educational advancement.  
The assumption made by this theory is that by analyzing systems of power, the 
disadvantaged may arrive at the understanding that their education is a vehicle to 
challenge societal inequities.  However, findings from this study seem to suggest that the 
level of societal disadvantage experienced by students may be key in the link between 
reflection and intent to persist.  For minority student groups with legal status (i.e., 
Latina/o, Black or African American, Asian or Asian American, and Native American), 
and who may experience fewer and lower barriers based on their experienced “legality,” 
critical reflection did not predict intent to persist.   
Interestingly as well as puzzlingly, critical reflection negatively predicted intent to 
persist with moderate strength for White students who had legal status.  This relationship 
is reflective of what Watts et al. (1999, 2003) described as the precritical stage in 
sociopolitical development, a middle point in the journey from being unaware of 
systemic asymmetry to being critically conscious and behaving in a liberated fashion.  
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According to Watts et al. (1999) youth in this stage question the value of adapting and 
supporting systems that perpetuate inequality.  A plausible explanation to explore in 
future research is whether it is possible that as White students engage in higher critical 
analysis, they become aware of their White privilege (McIntosh, 1992; 1998) as well as 
color-blind racial attitudes (Neville, Worthington, & Spanierman, 2001) and other 
strategies that educators and educational institutions may use in order to avoid addressing 
Whiteness, such as liberalist notions of individualism and meritocracy (Solomona et al., 
2005).  Perhaps these realizations may relate to lower commitment to persisting at 
institutions that may be part of asymmetric systems.  This is an unusual finding and one 
that should be replicated in future research.  
Also in contradiction with the present study’s hypotheses, regardless of the 
student group, political self-efficacy did not predict students’ intent to persist in higher 
education. This finding is intuitively a contradictory one to a traditionalist understanding 
of self-efficacy theory as originally postulated by Bandura (1977).  However, this finding 
is more complete and sound when considered along the following piece of evidence.  
Political outcome expectations were positively predictive of higher intent to persist in 
college with moderate strength for all student groups equally.  Although that relational 
path was constrained to equality for all groups statistically, the minor differences between 
the strength of that path per group mirrors the level of inequity that each group may 
experience, which is the opposite of the level of educational attainment by group.  In 
other words, the more disadvantaged group (i.e., undocumented immigrants) displayed 
the strongest relationship between political outcome expectations and intent to persist, 
while the least disadvantaged group (i.e., White students with legal status) had the least 
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strength in that relationship. These two pieces of evidence are in line with postulations 
made by Lent et al. (1994, 2013) that outcome expectations accompany self-efficacy as a 
predictor of vocational/career outcomes, and observations made by Fouad and Guillen 
(2006) about the important and understudied role of outcome expectations.  These 
findings suggest it is not students’ confidence in effecting sociopolitical change, but 
rather their expectations for how their actions will effect change, that may lead to 
increases in their intentions to persist in college, and groups with higher disadvantage 
such as undocumented immigrants benefit most from these expectations.  
The role of supports and barriers in engaging in critical consciousness.  What 
leads young people from oppressed and marginalized communities to take collective 
action to change unjust conditions?  As acknowledged by Watts et al. (2011), there is no 
answer that may be found in research to date, though sociopolitical development theory 
(Watts et al., 1999) proposed a stage by stage framework that posits the psychological 
and action-oriented behavioral movement that takes place in marginalized youths as they 
awake from unawareness and take steps toward liberation. They described open-ended 
discussion questions that supportive practitioners who work in educational settings in 
marginalized communities may use to facilitate youths’ critical reflection and movement 
toward action.  That support to engage in critical action, or the opposite of it, may be the 
key to understanding how youth become critically activated.   
Specifically, as described by Miller et al. (2009) these supports mean that when 
young people decide to engage in social justice action they need access to role models 
and mentors, support and encouragement for their decision by important people in their 
lives, and acceptance of others who are engaged in those activities. On the opposite end, 
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worry about time and energy required to participate, feeling unwelcomed, and feeling 
discouraged and pressured to not participate by important people in their lives are 
proximal barriers to students’ sociopolitical development.  Diemer, Kauffman, Koenig, 
Trahan, and Hsieh (2006) conducted an initial examination and found that adolescents’ 
perceived support from important people in their lives (i.e., peers, family, and community 
members) to challenge racism, sexism, and social injustice was related to both critical 
reflection and critical action.  That study began to uncover how daily interactions with 
marginalized youth shape their critical consciousness.  
When testing the integrative social cognitive model of critical consciousness in 
this study, in line with research hypotheses, it was found that the four groups vary in the 
way they experience these supports and barriers to engaging in critical action.  For 
undocumented immigrant students, the relationship between supports and barriers is 
negative and moderate; for Latina/o students with legal status, the relationship is positive 
and also moderate, and there is no significant relationship present for Non-Latina/o 
minorities and Whites.  These results suggest that while higher supports may equate to 
lower barriers and vice versa for DREAMers, Latina/o students with legal status 
experience increase in supports as well as increases in barriers.  This finding produces a 
new question to examine in future research, which is whether the resources that 
DREAMers may have in the form of important people in their lives may be limited, thus 
creating a support/barrier dichotomy where increasing one means lowering the other.  
Latina/o students with legal status may perhaps have access to more people, perhaps 
because they and their families have been in the U.S. longer, who may support or 
discourage their sociopolitical engagement.  
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Supports to engage in sociopolitical activity were predictive of higher critical 
reflection among undocumented immigrant students, Latina/o students with legal status, 
Non-Latina/o minority students (i.e., Black, Asian, and Native American) with legal 
status, and non-Latina/o White students with legal status.  Additionally, supports also 
predicted critical action in Latina/o students with legal status and for Non-Latina/o White 
students with legal status. For all four student groups, supports were a moderately strong 
predictor of political self-efficacy as well.  These pieces of evidence begin to illuminate 
just how key of a role the support of “important people” (e.g., educators, counselors, 
higher education practitioners, administrators, mentors, role models, and family 
members) may play in encouraging reflection about unjust conditions, in moving Latina/o 
and White students to action, and in increasing the belief in all students that they can be 
agents of social change.  These findings are in line with previous work by Diemer, Hsieh, 
and Pan (2009) on a large sample of youth, which found that supports by peers, parents, 
and teachers led to motivation for sociopolitical development.  
A surprising finding in the current study that contradicted my hypotheses is that 
supports were not related to intent to persist through college graduation in cultural 
minority students who have legal status. For non-Latina/o White students, however, 
supports to engage in social justice were positively predictive of higher intent to persist.  
Disquietingly, supports for engaging in social justice were a negative predictor of intent 
to persist in college for DREAMers in this study.  Due to the barriers that DREAMers 
face, they may have fewer resources available in terms of energy and time to respond to 
encouragement to participate in critical action.  It may be that for White students who 
have legal status, receiving encouragement to participate in political activity may be 
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experienced positively and translate into more connectedness to the institution of higher 
education and thus higher intent to persist.  Critical action for this group may perhaps be 
perceived as leadership and result in positive institutional consequences.  However, for 
cultural minorities, particularly for undocumented immigrants, the risks of participating 
in critical action may be much higher (McAdam, 1986).  As minority students are 
encouraged to participate in critical action, they may reach the understanding that this 
engagement may lead to “high-risk” activism, as described by Corning et al. (2002).  This 
type of high-risk action to challenge the status quo and advance their cause may 
potentially come at the expense of their own individual educational progress.  Future 
research may explore whether these new hypotheses are supported, and explore  whether 
students are aware that these actions may interfere with their educational progress, and 
thus set lower expectations to persist.  More in-depth research is needed in order to fully 
understand other variables that may mediate and moderate the relationship between 
supports and intent to persist in immigrant students.  
Finally, and consistent with what was hypothesized for this study, barriers for 
engaging in social justice activity were negatively related to intent to persist for 
undocumented students, Latina/o students with legal status, Latina/o students with legal 
status, non-Latina/o minority students with legal status, and non-Latina/o White students 
with legal status alike with moderate strength.  Although there seem to be differences in 
how each group experiences this relational path, those differences were not statistically 
meaningful.  Thus, this finding suggests that all student groups are similarly affected in a 
negative way by being discouraged to participate in social justice in relation to their 
intent to persist.  
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Implications for Research  
The present study represents a first step in deeply exploring the relationship 
between critical consciousness and academic outcomes in disadvantaged college students 
such as undocumented immigrants.  There are many ways that future research may 
expand on this integrative model of critical consciousness, which was supported by the 
data across four different student groups who may face marginalization in very different 
ways based on their “legality” and race.  The hope is that findings from this research add 
to the latest scientific advances in critical consciousness (Diemer, McWhirter, Ozer, & 
Rapa, 2015), particularly to the expressed need for a clear and parsimonious conceptual 
framework to study critical consciousness (CC), which Freire (1973) himself did not 
offer beyond the general theory.  The new integrative model may be used as a starting 
point for exploring how CC may relate to other educational outcomes related to the 
academic achievement of underserved youths, in addition to intent to persist in college.  
A contribution to highlight is that this research studied the three key elements of 
critical consciousness identified by Watts et al. (2011) for the first time in a model that 
related them coherently. These three elements are critical reflection, critical action, and 
political efficacy. To my knowledge, no previous study has studied the three components 
together in one model.  The reason for that limitation is possibly due to the fact that the 
measurement of constructs in this area is currently in the early stages (Diemer et al., 
2015).  As no comprehensive measure of critical consciousness exists at the moment, 
research tends to rely on measurement of related constructs.  For example, Diemer and 
Blustein (2005) operationalized critical consciousness for quantitative analysis via 
measures of sociopolitical analysis and sociopolitical control.  More recently, notable 
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attempts are being made to make progress in the measurement of critical consciousness 
constructs, such as the scale developed by McWhirter and McWhirter (2015), which 
measures critical consciousness agency and behaviors in Latina/o adolescents.  In the 
present study, a methodology is outlined for capturing the three key constructs of critical 
consciousness using related scales.  Specifically, the reversed Color-Blind Racial 
Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS, Neville et al., 2000), the Activism Orientation Scale (Corning 
& Myers, 2002), and the social justice self-efficacy subscale in the Social Issues 
Questionnaire (SIQ, Miller et al., 2007, 2009) lent themselves well to operationalize 
critical reflection, critical action, and political self-efficacy, respectively.  Testing of 
innovative critical consciousness measures, such as the Critical Consciousness Scale 
(CCS, Diemer et al., in press) and the Critical Consciousness Inventory (CCI, Thomas et 
al., 2014), in contrast to the aforementioned scales, will further our understanding of 
construct validity of scales that intend to tap key CC constructs.  
The present study also provides support to the need to expand the study of critical 
consciousness beyond the three aforementioned variables, and to include political 
outcome expectations as another potent element of how youth experience critical 
consciousness.  Future research should continue including outcome expectations as a 
fourth component of CC.  Another construct to consider and include is one that is 
surfacing as important to CC in the literature, critical motivation, which is “youths’ 
perceived capacity and motivation to produce social change” (Diemer et al., 2015).  By 
definition, there seems to be overlap between critical motivation and political self-
efficacy and outcome expectations, as all three tap into agency.  Further investigations 
are needed to establish discriminant validity between measures that tap into critical 
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motivation, such as the Measure of Adolescent Critical Consciousness (MACC, 
McWhirter & McWhirter, 2015), and measures of political self-efficacy and outcome 
expectations such as the ones used in the present study. Finally, future research will be 
stronger and more affirmative if a full latent variable method is used, involving testing of 
measurement models as well as full structural models relating these CC latent constructs.  
Moving past conceptualization, operationalization, and measurement of CC 
constructs, future research will be needed to further clarify relationships among CC 
variables and academic intent to persist as well as supports and barriers that youth 
experience in their sociopolitical engagement.  Particular attention needs to be given to 
the relational paths that were found to vary across student cultural groups (i.e., 
DREAMers, Latinas/os with legal status, Non-Latina/o minorities with legal status, and 
Non-Latina/o Whites with legal status), which may require the addition of mediators and 
moderators to fully understand what is taking place. Specifically, there are several 
questions that need to be addressed in order to further understand undocumented 
immigrants’ experiences of critical consciousness in the context of their education.  First, 
how this group experiences supports to engage in sociopolitical activity demands close 
examination about why it relates to lower sociopolitical engagement barriers and also a 
moderate decrease in intention to persist, and why it does not relate to higher political 
outcome expectations. Might undocumented immigrants need to reach the conclusion of 
whether to participate in social justice work on their own, without outward 
encouragement or significant discouragement from others, due to the risks that critical 
action may bring upon themselves and their presence in the U.S.? 
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Future research endeavors may also wish to pay close attention to critical action 
having a strong association with lower intent to persist in undocumented immigrants, 
while there is no association for all other students. Does the decision to engage in higher 
levels of advocacy and activism in order to better their circumstances come at the 
expense of the ability to persist in college? Does bringing about sociopolitical change, 
such as the DREAM Act and comprehensive immigration reform, become a more 
pressing priority over college completion for immigrant students due to the uncertainty of 
their future? These questions, and others arising from these findings, may be tested by 
expanding the new integrative model of CC with mediators and moderators that one may 
hypothesize play a role in DREAMers’ CC and academic achievement.  Lastly, and in 
similar fashion, future research may further explore why higher critical reflection was 
related to decreases in intent to persist in college for non-Latina/o White students with 
legal status, and whether their own cognitive awakening in realizing White privilege and 
their potential discontent with establishments, including educational institutions, may 
play a role in this link.  
Implications for Practice 
Findings from this research may be used to implement counseling interventions, 
educational practices, and higher education policies to support the development of critical 
consciousness in disadvantaged students and increase their intent to persist.  First, 
practitioners may use the scales described in this study (Neville et al., 2000; Corning & 
Myers, 2002; Miller et al., 2007) as tools to assess the level of critical consciousness that 
college students display in order to use that information to target psychological 
interventions, curriculum, and policies.  Much can be done about sociopolitical 
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engagement supports and barriers.  University-wide policies as well as individual 
interactions with students, formal or informal, to reduce the barriers they experience to 
engage in social justice activity need to be carried out.  Findings from this research 
suggest that across cultural groups, college students’ lower desire to graduate from an 
institution is related to them being discouraged to take critical action to address issues 
that they care about.  Relatedly, it is important that all students also feel supported by 
important people to them at their institutions to become sociopolitically active, although 
this support may need to be expressed with sensitivity to undocumented immigrant 
students, as their sociopolitical engagement may be complicated by the risks and 
uncertainty that accompany their immigration conditions.  Counselors and psychologists 
may play a very important role here, since they may offer support to DREAMers by 
providing a safe space where they can process and reconcile the tensions that may exist 
between their desire to effect change at a systemic level and their educational aspirations.  
University administrators, educators, student affairs professionals, and counselors 
may also implement changes to increase the number of spaces, such as student 
organizations or diversity events, where cultural minorities and immigrant students may 
engage and further develop their analysis of systemic inequities and practice social 
action.  Findings from the study suggest that the connection between critical reflection 
and critical action appears to be stronger for White students than for all other students, 
which may be a reflection of how their advantage of accessing more spaces and 
opportunities may lead to strengthening that connection. Additionally, in light of finding 
that there is a negative link between higher critical reflection and intent to persist in 
White students, higher education professionals may attempt to engage White students 
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who demonstrate high critical reflection in discussions about how their understanding of 
inequities impacts their own educational aspirations.  These individuals may want to 
attempt offering a similar kind of opportunity for discussions to immigrant students in 
order to dialogue with them about how their critical actions may impact their own 
immediate intentions for academic achievement.  Lastly, it may be worthwhile for 
institutions and practitioners to design and test interventions aimed at increasing college 
students’ sense of political outcome expectations.  Notably, this belief in the positive 
outcomes that social action may produce was positively linked to higher intent to persist 
for all students, including racial/ethnic minorities and undocumented immigrants.  
Limitations 
Several limitations should be taken into account when interpreting the findings 
from this study.  The first is that the samples of the four student groups studied may not 
be representative of national samples of students since recruitment was focused on a large 
public university in the southwest, and at a couple of other universities with specific 
programs serving undocumented students.  Small sample sizes in two of the groups, 
undocumented immigrant students and Latina/o students, were due to the difficulty of 
reaching these populations given their underrepresentation in higher education. These 
small sample sizes prevented using a full latent variable approach in analyzing this data, 
and thus limited testing the measurement and full structural models associated with the 
proposed conceptual model.  A test of the measurement model, and measurement 
invariance across groups, would further contribute to the understanding about how these 
student groups experience CC and how these constructs may be measured.   
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Similarly, due to the small number of Asian and Black/African American students 
participating in the study, these two groups were collapsed into one category of  “non-
Latina/o ethnic minority” students.  The differences in achievement exhibited by these 
two groups complicate the rationale for inclusion, and future research should refrain from 
combining these distinct groups.  Inversely, high numbers of graduate students and White 
college students were readily accessible for recruitment of the study.  The high proportion 
of more educated White students needs to be considered when reading about findings that 
involved comparisons between White students and ethnic-minority and undocumented 
students.  The White student sample had more education and may have had more 
opportunities to develop critical consciousness as a result of longer years of schooling.  
Another limitation is the cross-sectional design of the study, which impedes any 
assertions being made about causation.  The data was collected at one point in time for all 
variables, and thus interpretations regarding prediction are only relational and should be 
interpreted with caution.  This research may be seen as an initial exploration of how 
critical consciousness variables relate to one another and to academic outcomes, and 
future longitudinal research may test whether these relationships hold over time and if 
they are indeed causal.  In very related fashion, the directionality of paths is also 
empirically questionable due to the cross-sectional design.  While both nested models 
studied were derived directly from theory, with specific paths being justified by previous 
research and theoretical assumptions, it is impossible to rule out alternative explanations 
that one may form by reversing the direction of any arrows.  This is a major limitation 
that can be addressed in longitudinal research to test whether this new framework for 
critical consciousness and academic achievement holds over time.  
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Another limitation is that additional variables were needed to be captured in order 
to substantiate the explanations for certain relationships that were contrary to hypotheses. 
Such relationships include the negative link between supports and intent to persist in 
undocumented students, and between critical consciousness and intent to persist in White 
students.  These findings generated new hypotheses, and many more may be generated by 
other researchers, to be tested in the future.  Studying critical consciousness and intent to 
persist along with variables such as perceived risk of taking critical action (i.e., activism), 
attitudes towards institutional authority, and discontent with status quo may serve to 
further understand the more puzzling relations in the findings.  
Conclusions 
Acknowledging local and national trends in educational attainment, which show 
that the gap in college completion is widening between mainstream White students and 
cultural minority students, as well as the underrepresentation of a relatively large group 
of undocumented immigrants also known as DREAMers, I aimed with this study to 
advance the understanding of what contributes to these underserved students’ intent to 
persist in college.  Combining a social cognitive lens inspired by Social Cognitive Career 
Theory (Lent et al., 1994) to clarify the theory of Critical Consciousness spouted by 
Freire (1973) in his work educating the working poor, an integrative social cognitive 
model of critical consciousness was devised. The model connects three key variables 
involved in critical consciousness (critical reflection, critical action, and political self-
efficacy) that have been identified by researchers in this area (Diemer et al., 2015; Watts 
et al., 2011), while contributing a new variable in the social cognitive career theory 
tradition (i.e., outcome expectations), and hypothesizing how these variables may relate 
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to academic intent to persist and sociopolitical engagement supports and barriers.  After 
thorough evaluation of the model, a final version was found to be supported by the data 
and represents a first step toward operationalizing critical consciousness and academic 
achievement in students affected by societal inequities and educational attainment gaps.  
Path analyses results provide initial evidence to support the following conclusions 
about the four groups of students studied in this research: undocumented immigrant 
students, Latina/o students with legal status, non-Latina/o minorities with legal status, 
and non-Latina/o White students with legal status.  When students perceived that college 
educators, mentors, role models, and other important people to the students discourage 
them from participating in sociopolitical activity, that experienced barrier was linked to 
lower intentions to persist for all student groups similarly.  Inversely, when students felt 
supported to participate in social justice activities, that perceived support led to higher 
analysis of social inequities, higher propensity to engage in social justice behaviors such 
as activism, and a higher sense of confidence in their ability to be an agent of change.  
For all four student groups in the study, the higher sense of confidence to effect change 
was related to higher expectations that engaging in social change would produce positive 
outcomes.  For all four groups, these higher political outcome expectations predicted 
moderate increases in intent to persist in college.  These findings support the notion that 
when students become critically conscious of social inequities influencing their 
conditions, they engage more intentionally with their education (Freire, 1973).  
Not all constructs in the study related to one another in a way that was equal or 
comparable for all four groups of students, and the largest differences appear to be 
experienced between undocumented immigrant students and non-Latina/o White students 
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who have legal status in the U.S.  Many of these differences may be explained with 
plausible interpretations grounded in the literature, but further research is warranted to 
fully explore what is involved in these differences.  For example, feeling supported to 
participate in social justice activities was linked to more intent to persist in White 
students, though that link was not present for minority students, and it was associated 
with less intent to persist in DREAMers.  This may be due to the higher risks that 
participating in activism may bring to minorities, especially to immigrants who may risk 
being detained and deported.  Although higher analysis and higher social justice action 
was moderately correlated for all groups, these two constructs related more strongly for 
White students, perhaps due to the higher number of spaces available to them to develop 
both critical reflection and action.  For White students, higher critical reflection was 
linked with lower intent to persist, which may be due to increased awareness about White 
privilege and possible dissatisfaction with institutions that perpetuate it.  For DREAMers, 
unlike for any other group, increased participation in social justice activities was strongly 
related to less intent to persist, which may also be due to risks associated with critical 
action, uncertainty about their immigration status, and policy change taking priority over 
educational aspirations.  More nuanced research is welcomed to test whether these 
interpretations of the findings are justifiable.  
In closing, higher education leaders, educators, student services staff, counselors 
and psychologists may use these findings to create and implement interventions, 
curriculum, and policies that would promote more equitable academic intent to persist 
and educational attainment among all groups, including undocumented immigrants.  
Concrete suggestions include creating more safe spaces where cultural minority and 
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immigrant students may engage to develop their critical reflection and critical action.  In 
other words, these suggestions involve providing outlets such as student organizations, 
diversity events, and classroom assignments that would provide underrepresented 
students with avenues for analyzing systems, for understanding systems’ impact on them, 
and for taking actions to address these systems.  Policies to dissuade higher education 
faculty and staff from discouraging students from becoming politically active are 
necessary, given that such perceived barriers may lead to decreased intent to persist.  
Additionally, safe and in-depth discussion about students’ intent to persist in college and 
how it may be impacted by their critical reflection and action may be worthwhile for 
White and immigrant students.  For White students, such process discussions may center 
on their newfound understanding of institutions and inequities, while for undocumented 
immigrant students the discussions may center on the risks of sociopolitical action and 
their priorities in the context of the unique difficulties and stressors that come with being 
an undocumented immigrant.  
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Page 1 of 2
APPROVAL: EXPEDITED REVIEW
Bianca Bernstein




On 9/23/2015 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol:
Type of Review: Initial Study 









Documents Reviewed: • APPENDICES IRB.pdf, Category: Recruitment 
materials/advertisements /verbal scripts/phone scripts;
• Informed Consent Form GC.pdf, Category: Consent 
Form;
• HRP-503a-Cadenas dissertation.docx, Category: 
IRB Protocol;
The IRB approved the protocol from 9/23/2015 to 9/22/2016 inclusive. Three weeks 
before 9/22/2016 you are to submit a completed Continuing Review application and 
required attachments to request continuing approval or closure. 
If continuing review approval is not granted before the expiration date of 9/22/2016 
approval of this protocol expires on that date. When consent is appropriate, you must use 
final, watermarked versions available under the “Documents” tab in ERA-IRB.
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LETTER OF CONSENT 





My name is German Cadenas, and I am a PhD candidate in counseling psychology at 
Arizona State University working on a dissertation study under the supervision of Dr. 
Bianca Bernstein (bbernstein@asu.edu).  
 
We are interested in understanding your educational progress. Thus, we are inviting your 
participation in a brief study, which involves responding to a short survey. You must be 
18 years or older and currently enrolled in college to participate. 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Completing this survey 
may take about 15 minutes. 
 
The surveys will be used to assess your responses related to your educational progress. 
Questions in the survey are related to your demographic characteristics, as well as your 
social attitudes, social involvement, and academic goals. There are no foreseeable risks or 
discomforts to your participation. 
 
Your instructor may be providing you extra credit by participating in this research. Please consult 
your course instructor to identify the amount of extra credit offered. Please note, your course 
offers alternative opportunities for extra credit, should you not wish to participate. 
 
Your responses will be confidential and your name will not be included anywhere on the 
survey. While the results of this study may be used in reports, presentations, or 
publications you will not be identified; results will be shared only in the aggregate form.  
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact the Primary 
Investigator: German Cadenas (gcadenas@asu.edu).  
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research, or if you feel 
you have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance 
at (480) 965-6788. 
 




German Cadenas, Graduate Student, Counseling and Counseling Psychology 
(gcadenas@asu.edu) 
Dr. Bianca Bernstein, Professor, Counseling and Counseling Psychology 
(bbernstein@asu.edu) 
Arizona State University 
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Dear student,  
 
 
My name is German Cadenas, and I am a PhD candidate in counseling 
psychology at Arizona State University working on a dissertation study 
under the supervision of Dr. Bianca Bernstein (bbernstein@asu.edu).  
 
We would like to invite you to participate in a brief online survey as part of a 
dissertation research study to understand students’ progress through college. We 
are particularly interested in your involvement outside of the classroom. 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous. If you 
choose not to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time, there 
will be no penalty. 
 
The survey will take you about 15 minutes to complete. Declining to 
participate will not result in any penalties, but we would be grateful if you 
participated. To complete the survey, please go to [insert online survey 
link].  
 
German Cadenas, Graduate Student, Counseling and Counseling 
Psychology (gcadenas@asu.edu) 
Dr. Bianca Bernstein, Professor, Counseling and Counseling Psychology  
(bbernstein@asu.edu)   
Arizona State University 
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1. Which of the following describes you best?  
a) College freshman 
b) College sophomore  
c) College junior 
d) College senior 
e) Graduate or professional student (e.g., JD student, MBA 
student) 
f) Other:____________ 
2. How many college credits are you currently enrolled in? 
3. What is your current GPA?  
4. What is your gender? 
a) Female  
b) Male  
c) Other:________ 
5. How old are you? 
6. What race or ethnic group do you identify with?  
a) Latino/a 
b) White 
c) Black or African-American 
d) American Indian or Alaskan Native 
e) Asian American 
f) Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
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g) Biracial or Multiracial  (please specify) 
7. What is your household income? (you and your parents if 
dependent, you and your spouse if not a dependent) 
8. What is your mother’s highest education level?  
a) Some K-12  
b) Graduated from high school  
c) Some college  
d) Graduated from college  
e) Some graduate school  
f) Graduated with graduate degree  
g) Other:_______ 
9. What is your father’s highest education level?  
a) Some K-12  
b) Graduated from high school  
c) Some college  
d) Graduated from college  
e) Some graduate school  
f) Graduated with graduate degree  
g) Other:_______ 
10. What is your residency status?  
a) U.S Citizen  
b) U.S. Permanent Resident (e.g. green card holder)  
c) Student visa holder  
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d) Work visa holder  
e) Refugee  
f) Work authorization through Deferred Action for Childhood 
Arrivals (DACA) 
g) Undetermined  
h) Other:____________ 
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Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS; Neville, Lilly, Duran, & Browne, 2000).  
Directions.  Below is a set of questions that deal with social issues in the United States 
(U.S.).  Using the 6-point scale, please give your honest rating about the degree to which 
you personally agree or disagree with each statement.  Please be as open and honest as 
you can; there are no right or wrong answers. Record your response to the left of each 
item. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
        Strongly                 Strongly 
       Disagree                  Agree 
    
1. ____ Everyone who works hard, no matter what race they are, has an equal 
chance to become rich. 
 
2. ____ Race plays a major role in the type of social services (such as type of 
health care or day care)  
that people receive in the U.S. 
 
3. ____ It is important that people begin to think of themselves as American and 
not African American,  
Mexican American or Italian American. 
 
4. ____ Due to racial discrimination, programs such as affirmative action are 
necessary to help create equality. 
 
5. ____ Racism is a major problem in the U.S. 
 
6. ____ Race is very important in determining who is successful and who is 
not. 
 
7. ____ Racism may have been a problem in the past, but it is not an important 
problem today. 
 
8. ____ Racial and ethnic minorities do not have the same opportunities as 
White people in the U.S. 
 
9. ____ White people in the U.S. are discriminated against because of the color 
their skin. 
 
10. ____ Talking about racial issues causes unnecessary tension. 
 
11. ____ It is important for political leaders to talk about racism to help work 
through or solve society’s problems. 
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12. ____ White people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color 
of their skin. 
 
13. ____ Immigrants should try to fit into the culture and adopt the values of the 
U.S. 
 
14. ____ English should be the only official language in the U.S. 
 
15. ____ White people are more to blame for racial discrimination in the U.S. 
than racial and ethnic minorities. 
 
16. ____ Social policies, such as affirmative action, discriminate unfairly against 
White people. 
 
17. ____ It is important for public schools to teach about the history and 
contributions of racial and ethnic minorities. 
 
18. ____ Racial and ethnic minorities in the U.S. have certain advantages because 
of the color of their skin. 
 
19. ____ Racial problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated situations. 
 
20. ____ Race plays an important role in who gets sent to prison   
   
 
The following items (which are bolded above) are reversed score (such that 6 = 1, 5 
= 2, 4 = 3, 3 = 4, 2 = 5, 1 = 6): item #2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 15, 17, 20.  Higher scores 
should greater levels of “blindness”, denial, or unawareness. 
 
Factor 1: Unawareness of Racial Privilege consists of the following 7 items:  1, 2, 6, 8, 
12, 15, 20 
 
Factor 2:  Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination consists of the following 7 items: 
3, 4, 9, 13, 14, 16, 18 
 
Factor 3:  Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues consists of the following 6 items:  5, 7, 
10, 11, 17, 19 
 
Note: permission to use this instrument in the present study was obtained from 
author.  
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Critical Action. Activism Orientation Scale (Corning & Myers, 2002).  
Stem: How likely is it that you will engage in this activity in the future?  
Response range: 0 extremely unlikely to 3 extremely likely  
1. Display a poster or bumper sticker with a political message.  
2. Invite a friend to attend a meeting of a political organization or event.  
3. Purchase a poster, t-shirt, etc. that endorses a political point of view.  
4. Serve as an officer in a political organization.  
5. Engage in a political activity in which you knew you would be arrested. (high 
risk) 
6. Engage in physical confrontation at a political rally. (high risk) 
7. Attend an informational meeting of a political group.  
8. Organize a political event (e.g. talk, support group, march).  
9. Give a lecture or talk about a social or political issue.  
10. Go out of your way to collect information about a social or political issue.  
11. Campaign door-to-door for a political candidate.  
12. Present facts to contest another person’s social or political statement.  
13. Donate money to a political candidate.  
14. Vote in a non-presidential federal, state, or local election.  
15. Send a letter or e-mail expressing a political opinion to the editor of a periodical 
or television show.  
16. Engage in a political activity in which you feared that some of your possessions 
would be damaged. (high risk) 
17. Engage in an illegal act as part of a political protest. (high risk) 
18. Confront joke, statement, or innuendos that opposed a particular group’s cause.  
19. Boycott a product for political reasons.  
20. Distribute information representing a particular social or political group’s cause.  
21. Engage in a political activity in which you suspect there would be confrontation 
with the police or possible arrest. (high risk) 
22. Send a letter or email about a political issue to a public official.  
23. Attend a talk on a particular group’s social or political concerns.  
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24. Attend a political organization’s regular planning meeting.  
25. Sign a petition for a political cause.  
26. Encourage a friend to join a political organization.  
27. Try to change a friend’s or acquaintance’s mind about a social or political issue.  
28. Block access to a building or public area with your body. (high risk) 
29. Donate money to a political organization.  
30. Try to change a relative’s mind about a social or political issue.  
31. Wear a t-shirt or button with a political message.  
32. Keep track of views of members of Congress regarding an issue important to you.  
33. Participate in discussion groups designed to discuss issues or solutions of a 
particular social or political group.  
34. Campaign by phone for a political candidate  
35. Engage in a political activity in which you feared for your personal safety. (high 
risk) 
 
Note: High Risk Activism Subscale (high risk).  
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Social Justice Self-Efficacy Scale in Social Issues Questionnaire (Miller et al., 2009) 
Instructions: The following is a list of social justice activities. Please indicate how much 
confidence you have in your ability to complete activity. Use the 0–9 point scale below to 
indicate your degree of confidence. 
 
 
No Confidence at All Some Confidence Complete 
Confidence 
                        0         2        3        4        5        6        7        8        9 
How much confidence do you have in your ability to: 
1. respond to social injustice (e.g., discrimination, racism, religious intolerance) with 
nonviolent actions. 
2. examine your own worldview, biases, and prejudicial attitudes after witnessing or 
hearing about social injustice. 
3. actively support needs of marginalized social groups.  
4. help members from marginalized groups create more opportunities for success 
(e.g. educational, career) by developing relevant skills.  
5. raise others’ awareness of the oppression and marginalization of minority groups.  
6. confront others that speak disparagingly about members of underprivileged 
groups.  
7. challenge an individual who displays racial, ethnic, and/or religious intolerance.  
8. convince others as to the importance of social justice.  
9. discuss issues related to racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism, and ableism wit 
your  friends.  
10. volunteer as a tutor or mentor with youth from an underserved and 
underprivileged group.  
11. support efforts to reduce social injustice through your own local fundraising 
efforts.  
12. identify the unique social, economic, political, and/or cultural needs of a 
marginalized group in your own community.  
13. encourage and convince others to participate in community-specific social 
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issues.  
14. develop and implement a solution to a community social issue such as 
unemployment, homelessness, or racial tension.  
15. challenge or address institutional policies that are covertly or overtly 
discriminatory.  
16. lead a group of coworkers in an effort to eliminate workplace discrimination in 
your place of employment.  
17. serve as a consultant for an institutional committee aimed at providing equal 
opportunities for underrepresented groups. 
18. advocate for social justice issues by becoming involved in local government.  
19. address structural inequalities and barriers facing racial and ethnic minorities by 
becoming  politically active (e.g., helping to create government policy).  
20. raise awareness of social issues (e.g., inequality, discrimination) by engaging in 
political dis-  courses or debates.  
 
 
Note: permission to use this instrument in the present study was obtained from 
author.  
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Social Justice Self-Efficacy Scale in Social Issues Questionnaire (Miller et al., 2009) 
Instructions: Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or 





           Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly       
Agree 
         0             2            3            4           5            6            7           8            9 
Engaging in social justice activities would likely allow me to: 
1. reduce the oppression of certain groups.  
2. help provide equal opportunities for all groups and individuals.  
3. fulfill a sense of personal obligation.  
4. fulfill a sense of moral responsibility.  
5. fulfill a sense of social responsibility.  
6. make a difference in peoples’ lives.  
7. do work or activities that are personally satisfying. 
8. get respect from others.  
9. be more competitive in applying for school or work. 
10. increase my sense of self-worth. 
 
Note: permission to use this instrument in the present study was obtained from 
author.  
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Social Justice Supports and Barriers Scales in Social Issues Questionnaire (SIQ; Miller et 
al., 2007, 2009).  
Instructions: Many factors can either support or hinder an individual’s plans for 
engaging in social justice activities. We are interested in learning about the types of 
situations that could help or hinder your plans if you were to continue on in social justice 
activities. For the questions below, assume that you wanted to pursue some type of social 
justice activity. Using the 0–9 scale, show how likely you believe you would be to 
experience each of the following situations. 
 
 
         Not 
         At All 
A Little Moderately Quite          Extremely 
Likely 
      0             2            3            4           5            6            7           8            9 
If you were to engage in social justice activities, how likely would you be to: 
1. have access to a role model (i.e., someone you can look up to and learn from by 
observing).  
2. feel support for this decision from important people in your life.  
3. feel that there are people “like you” engaged in the same activities.  
4. feel that your family members support this decision.  
5. have access to a mentor who could offer you advice and encouragement.  
6. receive negative comments or discouragement from friends and family members about 
your engagement in social justice activities.  
7. worry that getting involved would require too much time or energy.  
8. feel that you didn’t fit in socially with other people involved in the same activities.  
9. feel pressure from parents or other important people to change your mind regarding 
your  decision to engage in social justice activities.  
 
Note: permission to use this instrument in the present study was obtained from 
author.  
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Scale V. Institutional and Goal Commitments in the Persistence/Voluntary Dropout 
Decisions Scale (PVDDS; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).  
Scale V: Institutional and Goal Commitments  
            Strongly 
                Agree 
   Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1. It is important for me to graduate from college 
2. I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this university  
3. It is likely that I will register at this university next fall  
4. It is not important to me to graduate from this university  
5. I have no idea at all what I want to major in  




Note: permission to use this instrument in the present study was obtained from 
author.  
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Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Squared Difference Test Results Constraining One Path to 
Equality Across Groups at a Time 
                                           χ2 df RMSEA RMSEA90 CFI TLI SRMR  
Model 1B Free 
Paths By 
Group 




Path 1 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 2 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 3 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 4 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 5 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 6 vs. 
Model 1B Free 
24.50* 3   .00   
S-B Difference 
Test Model 
20.93 3   .00   
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Constraining 
Path 7 vs. 




Path 8 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 9 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 10 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 11 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 12 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 13 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 14 vs. 
Model 1B Free 
19.91 3   .00   




Path 15 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 16 vs. 
Model 1B Free 




Path 17 vs. 
Model 1B Free 
31.49* 3   .02   
Note. * p < .05. Path 1: Political self-efficacy to intent to persist. Path 2: Political outcome expectations to . 
Path 3: Support to intent to persist. Path 4: Barriers to intent to persist. Path 5: Critical reflection to intent to 
persist. Path 6: Critical action to intent to persist. Path 7: Critical action to political self-efficacy. Path 8: 
Critical reflection to political self-efficacy. Path 9: Support to political self-efficacy. Path 10: Political self-
efficacy to outcome expectations. Path 11: Critical reflection to political outcome expectations. Path 12: 
Support to political outcome expectations. Path 13: Barriers to political outcome expectations. Path 14: 
Support to critical reflection. Path 15: Support to critical action. Path 16: Critical action with critical 
reflection. Path 17: Support with barriers.  
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Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Squared Difference Test Results Comparing Model 3 to 16 
Models Each Freeing One Relational Path Parameter per Group(s), While Constraining 
Other Groups, at a Time.  
                                           χ2 df RMSEA RMSEA90 CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained 
52.08 46 .03 .00, .06 .99 .98 .05 
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 1: 
Support to Intent to 
persist Free Only in 
DREAMers. 
10.41* 2   -.02   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 2: 
Support to Intent to 
persist Free Only in 
Non-Latina/o White 
.89 1   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 3: 
Support to Persist 
Free only in 
DREAMers and Non-
Latina/o White.  
.05 1   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 4: 
Support to Intent to 
persist Free Only in 
DREAMer. 
17.55* 2   -.03   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 5: 
Critical Reflection to 
.69 2   .00   
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Intent to persist Free 
Only in Non-Latina/o 
White. 
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 6: 
Critical Reflection to 
Intent to persist Free 
Only in DREAMer 
and Non-Latina/o 
White. 
.02 1   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 7: 
Critical Action to 
Intent to persist Free 
Only in DREAMers. 
.95 2   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 8: 
Critical Reflection 
with Critical Action 
Free Only in Non-
Latina/o Minority. 
8.30* 2   -.01   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 9: 
Critical Reflection 
with Critical Action 
Free Only in Non-
Latina/o White. 
1.42 2   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
10: Critical 
Reflection with 
1.55 1   .00   
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Critical Action Free 
Only in Non-Latina/o 
Minority and White. 
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
11: Support to 
Critical Action Free 
Only in Non-Latina/o 
Minority. 
10.86* 2   -.02   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
12: Support to 
Critical Action Free 
Only in Non-Latina/o 
White. 
10.44* 2   -.02   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
13: Support to 
Political Outcome 
Expectations Free 
Only in DREAMer. 
.65 2   .00   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
14: Barriers with 
Support Free Only in 
DREAMer. 
6.01* 2   -.02   
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
15: Barrier with 
Support Free Only in 
DREAMer and 
.93 1   .00   
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Latina/o with Legal 
Status. 
S-B Difference Test 
Model 3 Partially 
Constrained vs. 
Model 3 Constrain 
16: Support to 
Critical Action Free 
Only in Latina/o 
Students. 
1.70 2   .00   
Note. * p < .05.  
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
